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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the perception of the leadership

competencies that are being taught at the Navy’s leadership course, NAVLEAD, and to

investigate ways to reinforce leadership training in the operational environment. An

analysis was conducted to identify the importance of the leadership competencies at a

naval officer’s current job By determining the importance officers place on the leadérship'

competencies, support can be made to determine if additional training would be beneficial.

An investigation was conducted of the various media for leadership training to determine

the best method for training in the operational environment. Additionally, an analysis was .

conducted across designator community and rank, to determine the percentage of time

officers spend engaged in managemenf, technical, and leadership tasks. This thesis

provides support for impleménting post-schoolhouse refresher leadership training through

computer-based instruction.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Leadership is' the scvul of the Navy. I consider true
leadership - 1nsp1red and dedicated - to be the greatest
single asset we have in the Navy today, and the sometimes
discouraglng lack of it to be our most 1mportant probiem.

Leadership more than anything else, governs the success

or failure of all our individual and collective efforts.

All accomplishment begins in and flows through and from
, its channels. [Ref. 1l:p. 106]

!

A naval officer’s ability to lead has liong been

recognized as the cornerstone of the Navy's ability to

- wccomplish the mission of maritime superiority. The officer’s

reputétion with superiors, peers, and subordinates alike,

stems from the officer’s ability td'lead and éccomplish the

mission of the command. John Paul Jones, the "fathar" of the

[

Navy, once wrote:

"He [a leader] should be the soul of tact, patience,
justice, firmness and clarity. No meritorious act of a
subordinate should escape his attenticn or be left to pass
without reward, even if the reward is only a small word of
approval. ,Conversely, he should not be blind to a single
fault in any subordinate, though at the same time he
should be quick and unfailing to dlstlngulsh error from
malice, thoughtlessness from incompetency and well meant
shortcomings from heedless or stupid blunder.” [Ref 2:p.
7

Such inéight. is often forgotten in the day-to-day
activities, deadlined business, and last minute taskings of
naval officers. If increased emphasis is piaced on leadership

training; both in the schoolhouse and at the command, perhaps
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John Paul Jones’ words would become a reality and not just

pretty words to hang on a wall.

In 1979, the Navy ’instituted Leadership Management
Education and Training (LMET) for commissioned oificers and
senior non-commissioned officers %E-S and above). The course
of instruction was an attempt to ove;come»the mahy problems

the Navy was experiencing. Representative F. V. Hicks in

.his testimony to Congress from the special subcommittee on

disciplinary pfoblems in the United States Navy of the
Committee on Armed Services, stated thgse problems -- racism,‘
sexism, drug and alcohol abuse -- were a result of the poor
leadérship ability in Navy middle management ([Ref. 3].
Prior to LMET, 1little leadership training existed.
Commander Dana‘French, of the Bureau of Personnel investigated
the Navy;s trainihg efforts. Commandef French found two
interesting facts. First, the Navy did not provide leadership

training to commissioned or non-commissioned officers at key

career points; Division Officer, Department Head, Prospective

Executive Officer/Commanding'Officer for officers and Petty
Officer, Chief Petty Officer and Master Chief Petty Officer

forv non-commissiéned officers. Second, that even ‘when
leadership training existed, the lengﬁh:of the training was
short -- for example, four hours in a two-month school [Ref.

3].




As & result.of Commande; French’s study, the Navy tasked

a contractor, McBef and Co.; to conduct research in improving
the quality of naval leadership and management [Ref. 4]. The
result was a two week course of instructién calléd,LMET.“ The
LMET csurse centers around the instruction of 16 leadershi§
competencies (Appendix A) which McBer and Co. found existed
in all superior leaders [Ref. 4].

With the leadership course in pliace, the task of naval
officers is to utilize fhe training received. The "watcﬁ me
and you’ll see how to do it" style of leadership training thaf
many of the senior officers of the past believed in, does not
permii newlylrtrained officers to experimept with ‘the
information learned in the schoolhouse. ‘Research in skill
lretention ba3 shown that over léime, non—uéage of skills
diminishes ths level of expertise [Ref. 5]. If reinforcement
techniqﬁes for = leadership competen.ies are placed at
operational comﬁands,'officers can .naintain the level of skill

knowledge required to experiment with new leadership styles.

A. PURPOSE
The purpose of this thesis is to examine officer views on
‘the leadefship comﬁetencigs that are taught at LMET. Thg

analysis focuses on eight leadership characteristics:
- Positive and Realistic Expectations
- Takes Initiative '
- Team Builds
- Conceptualizes -
- Develops Subordinates
= Influence
- Responsibility
- Persistence.




The perception of the importance of these leadership

characteristics is examined ir individuals from the following

communities:

- General Unrestricted Line
~ Surface Warfare

- Aviation

- Submarine Warfare

- Special Warfare

- Engineering Duty Officers
"= Medical Corps

- Supply Corps

- Staff Ccrps
- Warrant Officers
-~ Limited Duty Officers.
Officer’s perceptions cf the competencies are further examined
across rank.
This thesis also discusses methods - for reinforcing
leadership competencies in the operaztioral environrnent,

thereby preventing the leadership learning process from

ceasing once the LMET! course is completed.

B. RESEARCH QUESTiONS

The first question this thesis answers is, what is the
percéived importance of ieadership competencies that are 5eing
taught at NAVLEAD ig the different warfare‘csmmunities? it is
assumed that the imporﬁance of each of the leadership
competencies is pércei?ed similarly inveach of the warfare

communities; als> that different missions -- from ship

1 In May 1990 the name of LMET changed to NAVLEAD. The new

course teaches the same material, however in a different order.
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)

navigating to operating a supply.center -- réquire the same
leadership principles.’

The second question this thesis answers is, how does the
pecceived.iﬁportancé of the leadership competenciés that are
being taught change as rank increases? It is postulated that
as rank increases, the'perceivedIiﬁportance<of leadership
competencies increnases. ‘Thé leadership competencies
formulaged fog the initial instruction of LMET were aeveloped
based on characteriétics of superior performers. As length of
service in~:a2ases, poor performers should be selected cut of
thé servicelleaving uhe»sﬁperioﬁ perfo?mers as the remainingv
group to whom the compétencies of NAVLEAD are familiar, and
who are most likély to utilize these competehcies at work.

The third question this thesis answers is, what percentage

of time do officers spend daily on management’ activities,

technical activities, ard leadership activities? The
question is examined across the 11 different warfare
communrities as well'as across rank;

The last qﬁestion this thesis addresses is, what is the
most offective way to réinfo:cg the leadership compétencies'

once the officer is out of the schoolhouse?




II. BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Leadership lights the way.. Ignore‘it and your limit is
the work of your own two hand=s, Learn it, and your limit
is the world and the sky above it. [Ref. 6:p. 195]

| A. HISTORY OIINIVY LEADERSHIP TﬁAINING

Leadership training has traditionally been part of the
initial instruction that a member of the Navy receives.
During the 1950's, the leadership abilities of naval personnel
wére scrutinized as a résult of a survey of 10,000 sailors.
Two thirds of the sailors questioned reflected that théir
officers and petty officers were not concerned about the.
sailcr’s morale or well being. At the time of the sur&ey, the
brig population was the size of the submarine force of the
Navy at that time, and it was believed that 70 percent of the
prisoners of war in Korea passed information to‘their captors
{Ref. €].

Prior to this point, the traditional view of leadership
training ‘was all. that existed; the "watch me andlyou will
learn” mentaliﬁy had bersisted from the founding of the Navy.
In the beginning of the Navy’s developﬁent, young boyé of age
seven weré signed on as a Commanding Officer’s steward.
‘Serving as a cabin boy, the young man would learn about the
Navy, shiphandling, management, and le-dership from the
commanding officer and the wardroom qf men assigned. Often a
young boy would>only experience one ship with one commanding

6




officer prior to his entry as a midshipmen and subsequent

commissioning as an officer [Ref. 7].

Modeled after the Royal Navy, the training of seven year
old boys w;s primifive yet thorough enough to. produce such
great naval leaders aé John Paul Jones, Nathaniel Bodﬁitch,
and David Farragut. The many years of learning compensated
for the naphazardness of the training. The 6ommon thought wés
‘that if this method was good enough for the great leaders, it
was good enough for their followeré [Ref. 7].

| Ih 1845, the United States Naval Academy was established
in §nnapoiis, Maryland. This new school waé a mixture of
academia ;nd_the old Appreﬁticeship program. fhe first and
fifth years were spent in the classroom with the middie three
years at sea. Today, with a four year program»all devoted to
classroom instruction, and only the summer months at sea, the
Naval Academy attempts to teﬁch 1eadérship in the classraom
and also by promoting a select group §f individuals as class
leaders. The rest of the students try to emulate the chosen
in academic and professional performance. | |

In 1958, the Secretary of the Navy took an active role to
increase the leadership training of naval officers by issuing
General Order 21. Tﬁis order directed all commanding officers
to integrate leadershi§ training with the technical training
of their crews. | Although well intended, this difective‘
failed, because no further guidance was provided. What was

produced, was the sea story rhetoric, which was passed along
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and often filled with twisted faéts from days gone by [Ref,

"7]. When it became obvions that there was insufficient command
participétion, the Navy reissued the General Order. This
directive was not worth .the time spent producing the
paperwork, as once aéain all efforts to get # collective
training program establish failed [Ref. 7].

In 1966, leadership training réqu;rements were phased out
of command training plansvand were being incorporated into
General Military Training. . A ten.hour leadership training
package was déveloped complete with all necessary training
materials ([Ref. 7].. This effort also failed because
overworked jqnior officers were ofteh tasked as leadership
instructors,"and were often incapable of pe:iforming .thé
training task properly.‘ Researche:s'.felt ‘that. thé ‘Navy
leadership training program fell victim to its own frills, and
was downgraded by the ﬁavy institutionalists, because it was
a Secretariat’s intervention without sufficient input f;om.
line managers [Ref. 8].

In the late 1960's, thé Navy'aﬂd the miiitary in generil
began to experience many of fhe racial and social problems of
society. Riots occurred on several ships, retention was at
‘one of‘the lowest levels ever, absenteeism was on the rise,
and the negative attitude éoncerning military involvement in
Vietnam was infiltrating the armed forces. Additionally, drug
and alcdhol abuse were increasing and the Navy had suffered

several major ship disasters.




The new Chief of Naval Operations,. Admiral Elmo R.

Zumwalt Jr., quickly attemptéd to .solve the morale problem in
the Navy. In 1970, Admiral Zumw#lt issued 2Z-gram 55,
esltaSIishing a task force to assist him‘in solving these
problems. The task force concluded in part that the Blake and
Mouton grid concept Qas best suited to deal . with naval
leadership training [Ref. 9]. As a result of the task force
findings, Nagx‘ Optimum Means of I ntegrating Men and Mission
(N-man book) was written as a leadership training tool for all
Navy leaders. The N-man book was criticized as simplistic,
idealistic, and rigid. .

_ Attempts to continue developing training programs after‘
the N-man book were halted as the Navy changéd philosophically
toward a belief there is no one best leadership style, but
that in different situations different leadership styles apply
and many leadership styles are valid [Ref. 10]. However, the
N-man .book was not a complete loss. " In .1972, a course
qntitled, "Command Development” was established using thev
Seven Step Command Development Model from the N-man concept.
This ten week course presented the situational leadership
style approaches while retaining thé idea of task completion -
thréugh effective pe;sonnel management .

'In 1973, a new program was developed ,entitléd "Human
Resbu"rce Management” (HRM). Admiral Zumwalt, in his desire to
‘'reach the core of the problem facirig the sailor, instituted

the HRM program whereby the investiga'tors could go directly to




-j\lm:lor enlisted personnel to queatién the morale and

conditions surrounding the work  environment, thus

circumventing the standard 1lines of communication. The

philosophy of the program. was that this would allow the

-information gatherers to obtain the true picture of Navy

problems [Ref. 10].

Throughout his HRM effort, Admiral Zumwalt himse;f visited

commands to talk with 'junio.r personnel in an attempt to

discover what was troubling them. As a result, many links in

the chain of command were not contacted for questions, yet

received direct orders from the Admiral to solve a sailo'r's‘

morale probi'em. By-passing the chain of ' command caused some

bitterness towards the Admiral and the new HRM effort.  Navy

leaders frequently very deeply resented the new program and'

did not trust the program’s worth [Ref. 10].

The HRM program instituted a formal course of instruction -

to teach leadership theories. The leadership training of the
~ Human Resourc.e Management. program was' a ten day course of
instruction called Leadership Mariagement Training (ILMT). The
course LMT was designed for enlisted persdnnel E-6 and above
and all comissionéd officers ffom Ensign to Lieutenant
Commander. .A 1975 study by the Navy Bureau of Personnei found
that; like ythe leadership training programs before it, LMT
lacked clear §bjéétives and staindardizatioﬁ [Ref. 9].

Upon Admiral Zumwalt’é relief, the new Chief of Naval

Operations, Admiral James L. ' Holloway 1III, reversed the

10




trends of his predecessor and returned to 2 more. traditional

reliance on the chain Iof command for all matters;

circumventing middle managers was not what Admiral Holloway
wanted demonstrated in Na’vy'leaderb. In one of his first
efforts to improve lleadership traxning, 4in 1974, Admiral
Holloway tasked Navy Chaplain Cabtain Carl A. Auél to study
Navy leadership capabilities and requirements.

Captain Auel, in conjunction with Fred E. ‘ Fiedler, a
known scholar in the field of leadership, examined training
commands and ‘found a préliferation of 58 formal leadership
courses and 11 coriespondence courses as part of technical and

" indoctrination progréms [Ref. 8].

B. 1MET
In an attempt to centralize the leadership training

establishment that Captain Auel had discovered in disarray,
the Navy contacted a civilian firm, McBer and Co. of Boston
Massachusetts, headed by Di:. David McClelland, for a new look
at the Navy training effort. The Navy tasked McBer and Co.
with the following goals:

. To provide a formal and systema.tic program for

professional development of Navy leaders ‘at critical

points in their careers, based on research of effective

Navy leadership;

To train officers and petty officers in the specific

leadership and management skills to perform effectively at

their level in the chain of command;

To conduct ongoing evaluation for improving and updating
these programs;

11




To encourage Navy leaders to take personal responsibility
for implementing effective leadership skills, by means of
an educational approach that emphasizes individual
initiative and accountability fcr effective performance as
‘a Navy leader. [Ref. 7:p. 31]

To accomplish these goals; McCleiland utilized a method that
he developed; called the job Competency AsSeSsmént’Proce&ure.
The procedure consiétéd of three parts; identification ofva
criterion sample, behavioral event interfiews, and analysis of
interview incidents.

The identification of a criterion sample was Sased on
comparing personnel who were rated as superior performers (in
the top five percent) to ‘é§erage performers, across
departments. Thé behavioral event interview required the
interviewer to obtain from subjects explicit details of actual
situations where spécific leadership principles were app;ied
by the'commissioned officers and non-commissioned officeré.
Information faé gathered on the man?geﬁent decision ieading to
the incident, who was invélved,-the motives 2f the personnel
invoived, the' subordinate’s subsequent behavior, and any
additional results that occurred. Interview incidents were
analyzed to determine the motives, skills, and behaviors that
(a) all leaders need to be able to perform adeqﬁateiy on the
job, and (b) = separated superior performers from average
performérs. '

McBer' and Co. obtained 129 naval personnel from the
Atlantic and Pacific Fleets in the surface, air, and
subsurface communities. McBef reqﬁested persohnel at the

12




,following stages of their careers: Division Officer;

Dep;rtment Head; Executive Officer and Commanding Officer for
officers; and Petty'Officer; Leading Petty Officer; Leading
Chief Pefty Officer and Master‘Chief Petty 6ffiéer of the
Command for ehlisted personnel. Those ﬁcminatéd personnel’
where rated by their Commanding Officer as either sﬁperior or
average perforﬁers. The sample that was obtained included 30
superior, and 21 average personnel from the Pacific Fleet, aﬁd
38 superior, and 40 average personnel from the Atlantic FleeﬁL

During the Behavioral Event Interview proceés, the'
interviewers d;d not‘ know the pérformaﬁce level of ¢the
interviewee. Extensivé information was gathered f£from all
personnel, starting with the group from the Pacific Fleet.
Interviews were analyzed by examining the information obtained
from behavior patterns, and resuited' in 27 competency
elementg; ﬁhe 27 competency elements were pfesent more often
in thé superior performers than in the average performers.

?he next step in the McBer research was to gather the same
type of information from the Atlantic Fleet. Respoqsés were
examined to determine which compétency elements were present.
A competency element was éonsi&ered valid if it was present in
both the Atlantic and Pacific Fleets. Results from the
Atlantic'aﬁd Pacific Fleets were compared, and 16 common
behaviors were cqnsidered valid competencies.

The secoﬁd validation procedure McBer employed was an

extensive written test measuring the level of usage of the

13




original competency elements. For this written test, 1,000

naval officers and enlisted personnel from the major warfare
,communities,‘and representing each of the major career points
were chosen, Ad@itionally, 61 personnel from the original
1,000 personnel of fhe written test group were selected for
participation ih an ad§itiona1 Behavioral ﬁvent Interview.
All personnel had.performaﬁce rating sheets completed by their
commandihg officers, which allowed Ithe identification of
superior and average performers and permitted researchers to
validate competency usage.

To validate the competency element, the competency
variable was correlated with perforhance'[Ref. 4]. From the
initial 27 competéncy elemengs} 16 again were validated and
‘marked as behaviors that distinguished superior leadership;
These 16 competencies (Appendix Af are the basis for the
- current Navy course of instruction in Leadership Managemént
Education and Training (LMET) . | |

To accomplish the task of teéching the 16 leadersﬁip
competencies; the Navy has placed the following mission and
goal statements on LMET: ’

To achiéve tﬁe Navy’s ability to achieve its overall
mission by increasing the effectiveness of Navy leadership
.across all levels of the chain of command;

To assist ' the Navy in implementing leadership and
management policies throughout its NAVLEAD sites, on a

Navy wide basis, as set forth by the CNO yearly
objectives., [Ref. 1ll:p. 1.1-1]

To facilitate the learning process, McBer [Ref. 9] grouped

the 16 competencies into five categories:

14




‘Concern for Efficiency and Effectiveness
1. Sets Goals and parformance standards

2. Takes initiative

Management Control

1. Plans and organized

2. Optimizes use of resources
3. Delegates

4. Monitors Results

5. Rewardr

6. Disciplines

Skillful Use of Influence
1. 'Influences

. 2. Team Builds
3. Develops Subordinates
4. Self Control

. Advising and Counseling
l. Positive Expectations
2. Realistic Expectations
3. Understands

Conceptual Thiuking o '

1. Conceptualizes

The LMET course that ehﬁued was and is a ten day learning
experience, where,the students attend lectures, review case
studies, role play, interact in simulation exercises[
participate ip group' discussion, receive feedback, and are
assigned homework. 'The idea behind the various methods of
stu&y, is that through study and ﬁractice the student will
recognize and be able to experiment with-different leadérghip
competencies.

In the course design, McBer utilized the six step
Competency Acquisition Process to' ﬁresent ‘the leade:sﬁip

material. These steps [Ref. 9] are:

1. Recognition of the Competency. To provide participants
with the opportunity to form clear concepts of the desired
knowledge, behaviors, skills or thought patterns through
recognition of the competency in the specific thoughts and

15




actions of superior target-job incumbents in actual
situations. ' :

2. Understanding the Competency. To provide participants
with an understanding of how the competency relates to

.performance and the types of situaticns that require
competency demonstration.

3. Self-assessment or Instrumented Feedback on the

Competency.

a. To provide an opportunity for participants, to
determire where they . stand -~ whether <they have the
competency and to what degree. '

b. To provide an opportunity to formalize the
discrepancies between the ideal (possession. and
demonstration of the competency) and the real (where the
participant stands now) -- the springboard of self-directed
change.

4. Experjimentation with Demonstration of the Competency.

To provide participants with an opportunity to try new
behaviors: This may mean experimenting with ways of thinking
and acting that avce ¢ifferent from those used previously, or
expanding tha rangz of thinking and acting related to the
competency.. :

5. Practice Using the Competency.

a. To provide an opportunity for participants to
practice using the competency in a variety of situation and
. under a variety of conditiens.v

k. To provide an opportunity to refine and to continue
to develop the ways of thinking and acting characteristic of
the competency, with continuing self-assessment of
performance. .

6. Application of the Competency in Job §iguatlons and in
the Context of Other Characteristics.

a. To provide participants with an opportunity to
integrate the competency with other competencies, thoughts
and behaviors in real job situations.

'b. To provide for an ongoing plan of goal éetiing and
practice for continued competency development. ,

~Five leadersh:.p courses were instituted at the major
career - poxnts,' Commanding Officer, Executive Offlcer,
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Department Head, Division. Officer, Leading Chief Peﬁty
Officer, and Leading Petty Officer. These courses presented
material based on the above approach pro&iding the student
with factual leadership information, and throuéh interactive
éxercises, a iook at how differenﬁ leadership techniques ﬁay
be appliéd.A |

Initial réacﬁion to the ﬁMET'course was that graduates
were pleased and enjoyed the instruction. - The fleet
;eputationl'of LMET spread fast; the course was a sound
investment [Ref. iO]. A minor modification to the course was
made to provide differenf haterial to each of the‘major

warfare communities.

C. LMET EVALUATION

One of the first aftempts to evaluate the Navy’s LMET
program was based on interviews with LMET graduates to
determine if any behavioral changes.occurred,éfter completing
ﬁhe course {Ref. 10]. The interview was conductéd similar to
the McBer study [Ref. 9] with four additional questions asked
conﬁeéning ILMET. Interviewees described LMET as being an
iﬁéortant part of the career traihiﬁg pipeline, and stressed

the need for leadership training. Graduates felt it provided

‘valﬁable information helpful for improving' leadership

abilities. Additional interviews wére conducted with persons
who had not attehded LMET, and these non-graduate personnel
reported feeling somewhat inadequate when placed in leadership
positions. They perceived that they had missed valuable skill
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" training, and that perhaps these were better ways to handle
leadership situations that were not known to them. ﬁo
systematic behavioral changes were found with the graduates of
LMET. The study did find a few isolated cases of behavioral
change, howeverl the individpals ‘invoived were actively
pursuing change. |

The results of this first evaluation proved interesting
because course shortcomings and course . benefits were
identified. Graduates of LMET were more knowledgeable about
leadership styles. Studying the cémpetencies had allowed
- students to reflect on “heir own leadership ability as well as
that of other personnel at the parent command.' A lagk of
behavioral changes upon LMET comnpletion, and poor student
communication skilis, were two problems revealed by this
research. A&ditionélly, graduates of LMET were not utilizing
all of the ingtruétional material avail#ble’to them. The
Student Journal, a log that students are to maintain as a
record of leadership weaknesses and strengths, was not even
opened by 73 percent of the graduates interviewed. Many of
the graduates felt thﬁt IMET ended at graduation.
Additionally, the new leadership styles were often stifled and
old practices were the order of businesé. This left graduates
frustrated in the attempt to change [Ref. 10]). The authors
recommended implementétion of a program of competenéy

reinforcement at the parent command.
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Another study conducted in 1981 questioned the inception

of the Navy’s leadership program. The author contended that

the researcﬁ into the design of LMET was poor to begin with.

because the uirective to.egtablish the leadership training
program in the format used effectively by existing technical
training schools (the Interéervice Prucedures for Instruction
Systéma Development)'was not followed. K Specifically, of the
192 LMET training objectives'éxamined, none adequately met the
mandated criteria [Ref. &].

In 1983, LT Patricia G. ?oiey extended earlier research

efforts that fozused on the benefits and limitations of LMET,

‘utilizing the ﬁethodology established by the LMET désigners,
| McBer and Co. [Ref. 7].

Foley obtaiﬂed a sample of 70 superior and average
performers from the Pacific'Fleet’in surface,.air, aﬁd shore
unitQ, She used the Behavior Event Ipterview on both
graduates aﬁd non-graduates of LMET. . The ipterview

investigated which competencies were being employe<d in an

attempt to distinguish between superior and average

performefs. Additionalily, Foley examined information obtained
from‘an LMET conféfence‘that was held in October 1982. Foley
found that coﬁmand climate determined an individual’s ability
to utilize LMET competencies. Also, training; communication
flow, and an effective reward system determined an

individual’s desire/ébility to use LMET competencies.
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In her results, Foley found little behavioral change
occurred after completion of LMET. Foley concluded [Ref. 7]
that several factors influence the usage of leadership
competencies:

" - time constraints

- manning constraints

- leadership example set by superiors

- barriers to communication up and down the chain of
command

- attitude toward 1nspectzons concernzng the need to
pass the inspection by taking shortcuts and hiding
information /

- emphasis on subordinate development

- perceived lack of support from superiors at a
command to utilize new leadership styles

= lack of reward system for competency use.

At the time of'the Foley study, graduates still expressed
a positive attitude toward the LMET course and the usage of
the student journal was st111 m1n1mal and ineffective.‘ She

concluded that LMET should continue and "...a program to

‘reinforce LMET competency use would strengthen the credibility

of the LMET program....and possibly improve the performance of
Na%y commands." [Ref. 7]

Another study was designed to examine the relationship
between LIMET and ship perfo:mance effectiveness. Tﬁe
researchers investigated ship’s ekercise 'scores,v combat
readiness ratings, inspect:.on results + and personnel retention
rates. Results from 28 surface ships of the Pacific and
Atlantic Fleets were obtained and correlated with the

percentage of command personnel who attended LMET. The study
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found no significant relationship between ship’s performance

and crew attendance at LMET‘[Ref. 123.

McBer and Co. also researched Command Effectiveness [Ref.
9]. A task group was formed of persohnel selected by fleet
commanders to provide measures of performance that superior
commands exhibit; . six indicators were used:

- Winning the "Battle E"

- Winning "Departnental E" .

- Passing major operational readiness inspections or
exercises

- Command retention at or above the fleet average

- Strong safety records

- Reputation as outstandlng by flag officers in the

chain of command

‘Information was collected from Commanding Officers,
Executive Officers, Depertment Heads, Command Master Chiefs
and a ' few personnel nominated by the Commanding Officer.
Similar to the Behavioral Event Interview, extensive
behavioral information was sought as to how and why the unit
was effective or ineffective. Group interviews with Division
Officers, Chief Petty Officers, and junior enlisted._ﬁere
conducted to obtain information that influenced command
effectiveness.

Additional information was collected concerning the usage
and knowledge of the leadership competencies and when LMET was
last attended. Respondents were also asked to assess their
command based on the characteristics of superior commands.

The information gathered led to a revision of the Chief

Petty Officer LMET course by providing information on how
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effective performance on one job will improve the performance

of the command. Also, the Prccpective Commanding
Officer/Executive Officer course was discontirued and a
prcgram called the Command Excellence Seminar'was instituted
for senior officers. Thc‘Comﬁand.Excellence Seﬁinar'presented‘
the data gcthered in the McBer study giving seaicr officers
information on how ‘commands are viewed by the personnel
assigned. ’

Thfoughout the LMET evaluation research; relatively minor
importance has been placed on finding the officer’s yiews on
thc leadecship competencies that are taught. The extensive
interviews by researchers continue co find the characteristics
associated with good leadership. Upon completion of the Navy
course, a student ccmpletes‘an evaluation of course content;
instructors, etc., yet once the student has réturned to the
command, no follow up questionnaire determines if the student
was able to utilize the ciassfdom infofmation. The present
study looks at naval officers in a work environment and
examines the importance placed on'leadership‘ccmpetencies at

the present job.

D. RECPNT nxvimpms IN LEADERSHIP TRAINING

In 1989, the Chicf of Naval Operations (OP-ISZ)‘issued'a
request to develop a plan .for reviewing Navy leadership
training. The desire was to obtain a current overview of the

needs for Navy lesadership training. The task group issued a
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Plan of Action that consisted of a nine stage process. These

stages [Ref. 13] are:

- Development of a Policy and guidance Instruction on Navy
Leadership Developmant/Training :

- Review State-of-the-Art Leadership Developments

- Navy Leader Development Requirements Analysis

- Analysis of Current Navy Leadership Training

- Navy Leadership Training Alternatives Analysis

- Navy Leadership Training Program Organization and
Management Plan :

- Navy Leadership Training Development Plan

- Navy Leadership Training Program Evaluation Plan

- Navy Leadership Training Program Implementation Plan

In May 1990, the current leadership course guide was
isgued. The Navy’s leadership course is now called "NAVLEAD."
The LMET course material has been reorganized in an attempt to
better present the information in a sequence beginning with
basic. theory and ending with intense proSleﬁ solving [Ref.
11}. This‘éourse is presently being reviewed again as Total
Quality Leadership (TQL) is implemented in the trainiﬁg

pipeline [Ref. 14].

E. TOTAL QUALITf LEADERSHIP

' First implemented in the N#vy’s aviation community, TQL
is a set of managemert practices based on the guidelines
developed by W. E. Demming [Ref. 14]. Tﬁe TQL pfactice
involves integratiﬁg management and statistical methods to
improve organizational performance. The major concépﬁs of

TQL [Ref. 14] are:
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- Quality is defined by customers’ requirements;

- Top management has direct responsibility for quality
improvement ;

- Increased quality comes from systemic analysis and

improvement of work process;

Quality improvement is a continuous effort and conducted

throughout the organization.

‘Under the TQL approach, ~management control will improve an
'organizations production. JAn enfrironment; of ' self priée,
working as a yroup, realization that human emotions affect
pfoductivity' (eliminate boss, and  peer fear, production

targets, and the no misiake rule), and institute a program of

cont:.nuing educat:.on (both on-the-job and academic) enabllng

all workers to be able to feel they are a reason the
organization is in existence. The ability to increase
production and obtain a harmonious work environment is a
common goal ovf LMET and TQL training.

' Bj{ i'ooking at the importance of leadership competencies
== in naval commuﬁities and across officer ranks -- this
study will show where continued leadership training needs to
exist. This thesis will also examine tl'lxe teaching methods

best suited for leadership training.
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III. METHODOLOGY

This study examihes an officer’s perception of leadership
cdmpetencies that are beiné taught at NAVLEAD, and
investigates the time officers spend in management activities,;
technical‘activities, and leadership activities. Data from an
officer survey administered by the Naval Occupational:
‘Develdpment Analysis Center were analyzed to address these
issues across naval communities and rank structure.'. The
analysis is.centered around eight leadership competencies in
11 warfare communities from Chief Warrant' Officer 2 to
Captain. Additionally, analysis of an officer’s time was also
conducted in each warfare community and across grade.
-Research was conducted through a review of leadership and
education 1literature to determine  effective methods  of
teaching leadership behaviors in the .poet schoolhouse

environment.

A. OFFICER SURVEY INSTRUMENT

" In 1988, the Navy tasked the Naval Occupational-
Development and Analysis Center (NODAC) to design a
questionnaire to collect data from all naval communities. The
officer sﬁrvey was modeled by NODAC after a civiliaﬁ
vquestionnaire, the Professional Managerial Position

Questionnaire (PMPQ) [Ref. 15]. The NODAC survey entitled
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*Officer Survey Instrument" (0SI) was divided into four

sections: ,
- Section A: Billet Information ‘
- Section B: Personal and Job Background Information
- Section C: Managerial and Professional Responsibilities
- Section D: Leadership
Section A, Billet Information, is a data section

concerning the job, not the person £illing the billet. This

first section is filled out by the command, and addresses

information such. as billet designator, billet grade, billet

subspecialty code, billet Primafy and Secondary Navy officer
Classification codes, and billet Additional Qualification
Designation code. The final command énegtion concerns the
cufrent stat;s of the unit; ashore stéte-side, ashore
overseas, deployed etc. |

Section By Personal and Job Backgfouqd klnformation,
obtains demographic data concerning the officer:vofficef's
designatof, grade, time in commissioned service, time in
‘current grade, highest educaéiongl degree and field, and
- service schoél #ttendance. ' The survey also gathers
information on fhe number of personnel the officer supervises,
the highestlgrade of subordinate personnel, and grade of the
officer’s immediatg supervisbr. The officer’s job‘title, time
served in the job, average work week, and time dévoted»to
collateral duties, meetings, and social engagements is ailiso

requested.
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- The third section, Management and Professional

Respongibilities, is a series of 33 questions consisting of
two parts each. The first part of each question questions the
extent to which a managefial-task is part of the-job; thé
second part of each question requesﬁs the perceived complexiﬁy
of the managerial task questioned. Managerial topics in this
section vary from planning, scheduling'and Public Affairs
Activities to Watch Standing.

Thé final paft of the survey, Leadership, is a series of
questions developed by the Leadership ‘and Command
Effectiveness Division of the Naval Military Personnel Command
(NMPC-62) . .The OSI asks the officer to determine the

percentage of time spent in three areas: management tasks,

technical tésks, and 1eadership'tasks. When summed'together

the officer’s total time spent is to equal 100 percent. The
survey defined each activity as: Management Tasks -- Taskslt
requiring you to plan and organize the Lse oflresourﬁes;
Technical Tasks -- Tasks requiring you to use equipment or
techniques which are specific to a particular science, arﬁ,
profession or craft; Leaderéhigéggggg;--‘Tasks requiring you
to .develbp subordinates; arouse commitment in others, or -
communicéte clear standards and expectations.

The surﬁey also questions the officer about the perceived>
importance on eight of the 16 leadership competencies taught
at NAVLEAD for the officer’s current job. The eight

leadership competencies and definitions provided in the survey

27




are: Use of Multiple Influence Strategies -- Motivating or

persuading others to act, or to accept a policy or position;

Sense of Responsibility -- Making difficult decisions and

acceptihg‘accountability for the consequences; Team Building -

- Comﬁunicating. to others the need for cooperation and
teamwork in order to accomplish a task; Developing
Subordinates -- Transferring expertise by setting an example,

providing information and encouragement to get a task

accompiished; making trainihg opportunities, expert help and

resources avaiiablé; Conceptualization =~ Grasping and
explaining complex or unfamiliar ideas or situations through
the‘use of metaphors and analogies; Initiative‘—; Going’ﬁeyond
what a situation réquires and acting before being tasked;
Persistence -- Continuing to work tpward completion of goals

in spite of opposition of difficulty; Positive and Realistic

 Expectations -- Assessing subordinates’ abilities and

equipment status in order to set obtainable performance goals. .

B. SURVEY RESPONDENTS

In July 1988, the OSI was approved foi rélease and NODAC
mailed the survey to 10,000 naval officers. The survey was
sent to per#onnel in every community in each fank. Personnel
who were in training or other transient statug‘were not

included in survey respondent selection. In December 1988,

8ix months after‘the survey was feleased, NODAC considered the

survey closed. A total of 7,381 surveys were collected and
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the responses became the 0SI data base. This thesis uses data

collected. in the final part of the survey.

C. PROCEDURE§

- To extract the useable daéa, fréquency ‘ﬁnalyses ‘were
completed on all data fields to be used in this thésis. All
entries without'complete data were eliminated. Additionally,
if the time spenf in management activities, technical
activities, and leadership activities did not equal 100
percent, that entry was eliminated. For all statistical work,
Staistcal Application System (SAS) version 5,18 at'the Naval
Poétgraduate School was utilized. For this thesis, a data
base‘of 6,768 naval officers was used. Personnel constitute
11 warfare communities across nine grades.

1. Perception of L.Ad.rship Cohpetoncy Importance

To determine the importance officers pléce on
.Ileadership competencies, a frequency analysis was conducted on
osI responseé to these items. Each leadership competéncy was
compared to the officer group in aggregate. The results were
the basis for which further comparisons were made.

' Data weré combined by warfare community to obtain .a
compérison of the importance placed on leadership cqmpetencieé
within each community. Officers in training for warfare
qualification were considered part of the warfare community to
which th;t officer aspired to Selong. ' All Material
Professional designator officers were assigned to the
community from which the original warfare qualification was
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attained. Appendix B lists the primary designator of each

warfare community and the designators that make 'up the
combined community group. A frequeacy analysis of leadership
competency importance as a function of each warfare community
was conducted. This produced the community perceptiohs of
leadership COmpetenéy importance.

In order to determine the view of officers on the

importance of leadership competeqcies across grade, a

frequency analysis was conducted with officers in aggregate.
A comparison was done within each of the warfare communities
on the perceétion of 1eadershipvcompetencies across.each grade
as well.

Response choices to each question concerning the
importance placed on leadership competencies ranged from zero,
does not apply, to seven, extremely important. Responses were
grouped into three categories for analysis. If the response
was zero or ohe, the response was evaluated as not important;

if the response was two, three, or four, the response was

evaiuated as important; if the response was five, six, or

seven, the response was evaluated as very important.

2. Time D.votoa>to Management, Technical, and Leadership
Activities

To determine the percentage of daily time officers
spend on m&nage'ment ac'tivities,' technical activities, and
leadership activities, a frequency analysis to the relevant

' osI responses was conducted. Each activity was compared to
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the officer group in aggregate. The results were the basis

for which further comparisons were made.

Data were combined by warfare community to obtain a
‘comparisoh of time spent in management, technical, and
léadership activities withih each‘community. Cﬁce again,
officers in training for warfare qualification were consideréd
part of the warfare .qdmmupity to which they intended to
. belong. All Material Professional designator officers were
'assigﬁed to the community from which the originél warfare 
qualification was attained. Apperdix B lists the primary
designator of each warfare commﬁnity and the designators that
maEe up the comﬁined community gfoup.‘ A frequency analysis of
time devoted to manééemént, technidal, and ieadership
activities by each warfare community was conducted. This
produced the community response to each activity.

In order to determine the time devoted to management,
technical, and leadership activities across grade, a‘fréquency
analysis was conducted with officersv in ﬁggregate. ‘A
comparison was done within each of the warfare communitigs on
each.activity across each grade as well. ‘

3. Rainforcumentyﬁathod: for‘Loadorihip Training

Previous research on the leadership competency
informationvpresénted a£ NAWLEAD determined that once the
officer 1eft' the sdhcolhouse, little of  the ieadership
information was remembered. Recommendations havé been made to

implement a post schoolhouse training program. This thesis
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investigates ways to reinfrrce lmadership behavior information

in an attempt to determine the most effective way to conduct

leadership training in the operational environment.

To determine the best method for reinforcing -

leadership behavior information, a 1literature review was
conducted on the current and experimental  teaching methods
available. Inveétigation into the teaching methods was made,

concentrating on the practicality of  utilizing an

instructional method in a time constrained environment, and.

- the benefits received from utilizing the teaching method.
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IV. RESULTS

The fecus of ehis thesis is on the decay of the leadership
skills taught at NAViEAD once an officer hasereturned to the
operational environment. Previous studies in this area
suggested a need for refresher training'in.the'job setting'due
to a. number'lof factofs [Refs. 5 and 7].. For example,
knowledge of leadership competencies may fade due to a lack of
cemﬁand climate support.A

One ﬁossible explanation that has pevervbeen researched
is, the eompatibility of KAVLEAD competenciee with job task
requirements as a function of rank and community. it may be,
for example, that the knowledge and skills taught at NAVLEAD
are not apéropriate for all officer ranks or communities.
Perhaps some ccmpeteecies sﬁeuld be trained clozger to the ﬁime
they are actually needed. Before the Navy invests in
implementation of refresher training, it is impoftant to

answer these questions.

This thesis addresses the issue of how appropriate the
NAVLEAD competencies ‘are for officers across rank and‘

communities. Firsf, the OSI provides ratings of the level of

importance officers associate with each leadership competency

inzlacted in the survey. This does not tell how ofien each

zomoeTanTy ig used; further research will have to address to

the sr=z—: tc which leadership competencies are being used.
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However, the survey daﬁa do provide a first look at offieer
opinions of the need for the leadership competéncies. ' Second,
a global measure of time actually spent in leadership (as
compared to management and technical adtivities) is available

in the 0SI data base,

Analysis of these data provide an indication of the

importance of the information trained in NAVLEAD, and an

initial basis for determining whether the training is

worthwhile. The results of the analysis are presented in this:

chaéter. The OSI data base provided information on only eight
of the leadersﬁip competencies of NAVLEAD. The.assumption was

made that the perception placed on these eight, represent the

, pérception of all 16 competencies. Methodologies for

delivering leadership (indépendent of what point in time

leadership training is offered, or to whom) are addressed in

Chapter V.

A. OFFICER RESPONDENTS
Data from the OSI provides 6768 officer observations for

this thesis. Table 1 and Table 2 illustrates the breakdown of

officers by warfare community across rank. Each data group

provides ‘sufficient observétions, to coﬁplete statistical
analysis with the exception of three data fields where caﬁtion
is exercised in the interpretation of results due to a small
nuhbef of observations; Captain Generai Unrestricted Line (3),

Ensign Submarine Warfare (3), and Ensign Air Warfare (2).
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TABLE 1 POPULATION OF OFFICERS IN COMMUNITIES ACROSS GRADES

| DESIG . ENS LTJG LT LCDR 'CDR CAPT

. GURL 20 50 124. 49 11 3
SURF 31 53 79 36 38 38
SUB 3 42 123 48 34 28
SPEC 7 26 130 68 38 12
AIR 2 80 287 141 119 66
EDO 11 23 197 265 193 89
STAFF 42 98 523 341 235 120
MED | 19 52 348 212 105 83
ssp ' | 15 33 85 57 41 20
LDO 109 150 429 222 - 46 8
OURCE: 6??1cer_§§?$§;=f§§??ﬁﬁgﬁﬁf=fﬁﬁﬁ (extract)

TABLE 2 POPULATION OF WARRANT OFFICERS ACROSS GRADES

. HDESIG ' CWO2 ~ CWo3 CWO4 ||

 cwo 340 238 291 |
OURCE: Officer survey Instrument, 1988 (extract)

B. PERCEPTION OF LEADERSﬁIP CONPﬁTENCIES

The fourth section of the OSI}investigated the percéption
officérs place on the importance of eight 6f the leadérship'
competencies taught at NAVLEAD, Investigation in this thesis
focused oh the perceptions that officers have in éggregate,
across rank, and across designator comhunity.

1. All Officers

The percentage of officers who view each of the eighﬁ

leadership competencies as not important, important and very
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irportant ‘is illustrated in Figure 1.
officers view every leadership competency as very important.

If the responses of important‘and very important are combined,

every leadership competency would be viewed by over 90 percent

PERCEPTION OF LEADERSHIP COMPETENCIES

BY OFFICERS IN AGGREGATE

OF OFFICERS

PERCENT
00

80/

80

40

20

ol ol

OCOMCEPTUALIZES TEAM BUILDS
IMTIATIVE . OBVELOP SUBORDINATES sTRATRGINR RESPONAIGILITY

BN NOT IMPORTANT I IMPORTANT VERY IMPORTANT
S8OURCE: Otficer Survey Instrument, 1988

Figure 1 Officer Perceptions of Léadership Competencies

of the officers as important.

Of the eight competencies surveyed, ' only one

competency was not e&aluated. by over 80 percent of the

officers as

conceptualizes,

very important. The leadership competency,

officers as very important and 33 percent as important.
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2. Across Ranks

The view of officers on the leadershipvcompetencies
across rank is similar to that of the officers in agéregate.
Appendix C lists the tables of numbers for each of the grades
and the percentage 'of officers who viewb'the 1eadeiship
cpmpetencigs as rot important, important, or very important.

3. Across Communities

The view of officérs on the leadership competencies
across communities is similar to that of the officers in
aggregate. Agaih, no dramatic differences were seen. Most of
the respondents, in. all of the communities, viewed the
competencies as important to very iﬁportant. Appendix C lists
the tables of numbers for each oflthe communities and the
percentage of officers who view the leadership competencies as
not important, important, or very important. |
C. TIME SPENT ON MANAGEMENT, TECHNICAL, ‘AND LEADERSHIP

ACTIVITIES
1. All Officers

The percentage of time officers spend on management,
téchnical; and leadership activities is illustrated in Figure
2. Managementfactivities occupy theﬂgfeatest»pércéntage of
officers’ time, 40.69 percent, while time on technical and
leadership activities. are roughly equal, 27.26 and 27.29

percent, respectfully.
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TIME ORGANIZATION OF MANAGEMENT,
TECHNICAL AND LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES
BY OFFICERS IN AGGREGATE

50 '
42.31 .

MANAGEMENT - TECHNICAL ' LEADERSHIP

Percentage of Time

SOURCE: Officer Survey Instrument, 1988

Figure 2 Percentage of Time Officers Spend on Managment,
Technical, and Leadershlp Activities

2. ‘Across Ranks

The percenﬁage of time officers spend on manageméntf
technical, and leadership activities in each grade is
illustrated by Figure 3. From Ensign to Captain, each grade
is approximately equal to the overall mean. Captains exhibit'
a seven percent decrease in time spent'onftecﬁnicél activities
and a five percent increase in leadership activities.
Lieutenants and Lieutenant Commghders both exhibit a slight
(on: to two percent) increase in technical. activities and
,correSpoﬁding decrease ;n leadership activities; The time
spent on teéhnical activities is highest at the Lieutenant
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TIME ORGANIZATION OF MANAGEMENT,
TECHNICAL, AND LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES
- ACROSS OFFICER RANK

0 PERCENT TIME SPENT

40 H

N

80

I
T

20 k
10 = \
o _JE : S o
ENS LTua LT LCDR CDR
| RANK

E= MANAGEMENT TECHNICAL LEADERSHIP
SOURCE: Otficer Survey Instrument, 1988

Figure 3 Percentage of Time Officers Spend on Management,
Technical, and Leadership Activities (across grade)

.Coﬁmander lével and is lowest ' at fhe rank of Captain.
Additionally, the time devoted to 1leadership activities
" remains fairly constant from Ensign to Commander, and then
increa:ses approxiﬁately five percent at Captain,

3. Across Communities

| The time ’spent on management, tecﬁnical, ‘and
leadership activities by officers in each ‘community is
illustrated in Figure 4. The most notable exception to the
overall trend is in the medical community. The percentage of
time spent on management activities is lpw (26.52) and‘time on
technical activities is very high (47.65). 'This is expectédf
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TIME ORGANIZATION OF MANAGEMENT,
TECHNICAL AND LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES
BY WARFARE COMMUNITY |
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Figure 4 Percentage of Time Officers Spend on Management,
Technical, anc Leadership Activities (across
commun:.ty)

though, in that doctors and nursés spend more tiﬁe on patients'
than other activities. |

| The Surface Warfare, Special Warfare, Engineéring'Duty‘
Officer, Supply Corps, and Limitéd Duty Officer communities’
show.a slightly higher that mean time spent on management
activities. 1In each of these communities, the activity that
tims is less devoted to, is technical activities. The time
spent on leadership activities is also slightly greater in

these communities by approximate'ly two percent.
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)

The time spent by officers on management, technical,
and leadership activities in each commuhity across rank. was
similar to the officers aggregated. Kppéndix D dispiays the
table of percentage of t’ime spent on each activity across

rank.
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V. REFRESHER LEADERSHIP TRAINING PROGRAMS

A. REINFORCEMENT STRATEGIES FOR LEADERSEHIP TRAINI&G
The desired effééts of a leédership training prog:am ;re
'to increase leadership skill level knowledge and demonstrate
how certain leadership behaviors can motivatela leader’s
subordinétes to carryvout-tbe leader’s orders. NAVLEAD, The
Navy’s formal léadership course, accomplisheg these goals.
Research has shown however, that knowlédge.from NAVLEAD is not
being retained [Refs. 5 and 10). This chapter will examine
different ﬁethods of leadership training. These methoas -
lecture, case fstudy, abbreviated case study, conference
method, and computer based instruction -~ will be investigated
for effectiveness in refresher leadership fraining.
1. Locturov |

The traditional method where one expert presents
information to another person is through a lecture. 1In this
style of teaching, students sit and listen while a person or
persons ‘proféss ‘their knowledge. Little interaction is
possible in a leéture enﬁiroﬁment. ‘Occasionally, discussions
may erupt over a par;icular- topic, however most student
. participation is through questions, and questions are limited
by class size. | |

While much information can be gained from léctures,\

critics find two pitfalls in with this instructional method.
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First, lectures are a passive learning process. The teacher,

an active player, presents information to the passive student.
Students, if' so muiaivated, may pay attention and gain useful
information. However, students also have the option to tune
out Snd clése fheir ﬁind to the process\[Ref.' 16]. No
penalty exists in thé learning process for students who do not
lisﬁen. |

The second criticism of lectures concerns the non-
pafticipatory nature of learning. With a lecture, no hands-on
practice of leadership skill usage occurs. 3tudents do not
confront; in the learning process, any situation.‘where
material presented can be practiced. This tends to weaken the
value of lectures as a teaching method [Ref. 16].

2, Case Study '

'Case studies originated in law schcol whereby facts,
opinions, and final decisionslwherefpresented fo;'analysié.
Harvard Business School adapted the process of caselstudy and
now centers all business education with this approach [Ref.
16]}. The case study method attempts to demonstrate through
real-life situations, the knowledge and skills leaders exhibit
to be effective. | | |

The casé study method of teacﬁihg does not present
principles or facté from textbooks. Cases are written w}th
the ‘intgnt of presenting the situation a leader has
encountere&. Two types of ca#es exist; the training case and

case history. A case history illustrates a historical
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erspective of a person, situation, or event, revealing the
[4

final outcome. A training case presents a problem. Training
cases are written for a challenging analysis where the final
decision is kept secret, allowing students to decide the best
ﬂehavior to invoke [Ref. 16].

Case studies piace a large part of the learning
process on tbe étudent. Students must use their knowledge and
intuition to devige a logical and factual app;oach to making
a decision. The process df‘decision making is the goal of
case studies and is what students are expected to practice and
improve. ' Case studies, fherefore,‘ train students in
developing conceptual diagnoses of human organizational
problems. . Casc studies, do not teach behavioral and
motivational skills <. l=adership. Case studies are most
appropriately usec tn complemént- another instructional
methodology, such as lecture, which presents the requisite
skills aﬁd knowledge

3. Abbroviatod Civa Study

In an attempt to minimize the preparation required to
develop case studiés, the abbreviated case - study was
developed. .The abbreviated éase study eliminates some of the
~extensive details of the case stﬁdy while still providing the
. essential information‘to the student. The abbreviated case
study is intended to take 15 minutes of preparationlfor the
student [Ref.16,. The facﬁs of the case are presented in a

straight forward manner. This simplifies the discussions
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concerning the case and allows for a more centralized focus on

the case problem.

The advantage to the abbreviated case study is also a
disadvantage. The‘lack of unimportant information prevents
students from sifting through superfluous data to find the
correct cause of a pfoblem. The oversimplification does not
necessarily reflect ;ealiﬁy, and .does not allow a true
analysis or decision making process to occur.

4. Conference Method

The conference method of leadership training ds a
group process where members of an organization discuss a
problem,‘generally a problem encountered by a member of the
~ group, and attempt to discover the best  solution. Twc'
‘approaches to the conference method.have been developed == the
free conference and the directed conference.

The free conference is a discussion with no rules or
direction. Students discuss‘the problem that is posed with no
guidance or loglcal progre331on from the trainer. Solutions
to the problem in d13cusszon, arzse randomly and may not be at
the end of the discussion. This round-about discussion causes
confusion in'the grcup and the group often never comes to a
resolve.to the problem [Ref., 16].

A.directed conference is a trainer guided discussion.
The group has a prearranged agenda and discussions flow along

a logical path. The trainer may attempt to obtain desired
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results through guidance and active participation in the

' discussion [Ref; 16]. ,

The géai of the conférence method is to have students
gain new thoughts .on leadership problems by listening to many d
 different views. Also, students can learn new ways to handlé
a leadership role as a result of the group disc¢ussion.

The conferenée method is a pobular training method.
It does not,'accprding to some, require a subject matter
expert’;as no theories or priuaciples of Jeadership are
presented; only a person who: zan lead a discussion is
required. Problems and solﬁtions arise from the student’s
'gxperience and.‘knowledge. Férk a directed conference, a.
generic agenda or guideline oqtlining the basic flow of
discussion could be written fo assisf the trainer in ieading
the discussion [Ref. 16]. A

A drawback to the conference method is that studenﬁs
do not: practice the skills and information learned from group
discussion.- To overcome this to some extent, the training
séssion can be augmented with'role playinglactivities.

Lack of a diséus;ion leading expert may be detrimental
to the group. Trainers may not be Skillful énough to question
or lead the gréup to discover the true underlying cause of the
prbﬁlem. Ihsight may behlost. Trainers therefore should not
be chosen randomly but on ﬁhe basig of s8kill to lead

discussions and the abiiity to probe and discover information.
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5. Cdmputor—baaod Inqtruction

In recent years, the develcrveat of artificial
intelligence and computer hardware Las been astonishing..
Industry is using artificial intelligence where the simulation
of human thinking was believed'to be enormously difficult; the
space program, manufacturing, the airline industry, and ﬁhe
nuclear power program all heavily rely on‘the new computer-
based technologies [Ref. 17]. The education system has also
realized "thé potential effectivenéssl of computers for
teaching. Computer-based instruction (CBI) permits training
where time, Spacé, and resources may otherwise be unavailable
[Réf. 17]. Computer-based instruction could also be very
useful for delivering refresher leadership training for Navy

leadership skills. |
Computer-based instruction evaluations have centered
around comparisons of computers to iectures. In certain
ﬁilitary and civilian educatioﬁal systems, students performed
better ( examiration scores were raised by .31‘of a standard
deviation) and compieted courses qﬁicker {32 percent) when
using computer-based instruction as compared to ths
: tradifional lecture approach [Ref. 18, 19, and 20}.
Additionally, students enjoyed the instruction more favbrably;
attitude toward instruction was raised by .28 of a standard
deviation when computers we ‘e used [Ref. 19]. Researchers at
University of Delaware found that after initial implementation

of computer-based instruction, university instructors favored
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CBI and felt disadvantaged when unable to utilize computers

(Ref. 19].
In post-college or adult settings the usé of computers

has a more pronounced effect. Achievement is highest with the

. use of computer-based instruction for the adult and college

.educated‘[Ref. 18].

At present, the Navy has several computer based

instruction systems in place. Steamer, a propulsion system

trainer, allows engineering sfudents to practice engineering
system procedures on a simulated steam plant where safety
constraints are no;' an issue [Ref.l?, and 21]. The
maneuvering board trainer has beén an outstanding tool for
officers and enlisted personnel to learn vthe difficult
concepts of relative motion involved in navigatior procedures
(Ref. 17]. |

CBI has also been shown to be useful for training
radar operatoré #ﬁd electronic’ warfare personnel in jamming
and counter-jamming procedures. The use of dynamic graphic

displays to illustrate jamming has been shown to clarify these

otherwise confusing situations [Ref. 17]. A further use of

CBI in the Navy, is'for‘tfaining pilbts. Computers have been
able io'simulate‘thé rigors éf jet flying, enabiing pilots to
face threats and problems, think of a solution, and react as
necessary in an 6therwisé non-simulatable situation [Ref. 21].

The use‘ of cbmputefs to train in ﬁanagement and

leadership procedures is not a new idea. Corporations, such
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as Holiday Inns, have been using computers to train managament

personnel for over seven years. The use ofICBI has saved time
and money, and has been effective in their management training
program [Ref. 17].

Another potential advantage for the Navy is that CBI
training can be accomplished on an individual basis, allowing
more flexibility as to when training can occur and how long it
lasts. The traditional all office meeting would not have to
be conducted, forcing 20-50 officers to gather’at once in the
alrgady hectic and task-filled day.. fhrough individualized
CBI, each officer could spend that portion of time when they

are available, to'utilize the computer and receive training.

B. LEARNING PROCESS AND MEDIA SELECTION

The Navy is continuously ubdating training programs in
order to maintain a high level of efficient and effective
instruction. To Support training needs, the_military has a
long history of research in instructional techniques [Ref.
22}. Much focus has been given to the media that deliver the
~content of instruction; attempting to discover the optimal
teaching method to satisfy the human learning process.

The learning process is best understood by Gagne, whose
theories of learning are often thé basis for instructional
designers [Ref. 23]. ' Gagne has shown thatjit is appropriate
to ciassify tpe outcomes of learning and the internal and
external stimulus conditions by which ﬁhey will be acquired
[Ref. 24]). Gagne proposed eight types of learning determined
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by the outcomes of the learning process:'signal learning,-

stimulvs response learning, chaining, verbal association,
multiple discrimination,_concepts, principles, and problem
solving [Ref. 25].

. In ordér to choose fhe proper media for traiﬁing, five
steps should be examined according to Gagne. These are: state
the pghavioral objecﬁives for the course; for géch objective,

identify the type of learning involved; using the conditions

of learning as a guide, design a media for each objective;

prepare a summary of the media selected for the group'of

objectives; and determine the most appropriate media for the

program [Ref. 25].

In 1972, Gagne theorized on the classificatiﬁn;of learning
outcomes. These outcomes are based on the fact that
~ins£rﬁctidn'sh§uld be centered on the desired results not the
individual learning process; yet must address the internal
léarning stimuli of the student. The classification of
iearniﬁg outcomes [Ref. 23:p. 16] are: |

‘Intellectual Skills. These skills include the use of
concept s, rules and procedures. This procedure is referred
to as’' procedural knowledge.

Verbal information. This category is also known as
declarative information and it refers to the ability of
the individual to declare or state something.

"Cognitive strategies. This refers to the idea that
learners bring to a new task not only intellectual skill
and verbal information, but also a knowledge of this
information. .= 'Cognitive strategies form a type of
strategic that enables the learner to know when and how to
chose the intellectual skills and verbal information they
will use.
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Motor skills. This skill refers to one of the examples of
human performan;e. ‘

Attitudes. This is the least tangible of the learning
outcomes due to the complexity of identifying attitudes.
The learning outcome would be concerned with a willingness
to perform according to a standard as opposed to a skill
pexformed to that standard.
Leadership training focuses on the outcome classifications of
intellectual skills, verbal information, and attitudes.

In leadership training, intellectual skills lay the
groundwork. for all other phases of leader behavior
modification. The studont must gaip the knowledge of‘the_‘
leadership competeﬁcies, in. addition to ;he.other factual
information of NAVLEAD. Byvacquiring the intellectual skills,
an increased insight into 1eadership can be ;chieved. ro
demonstrate proficiency with the first phase of leadership
training, identification vof a 1eade:shié problem And the
correct underlying causes are in order.

The second phase of leadersﬁip training is to demonstrate
and apply the knowledge gained. ' The outcome of verbai
information will reaffirm the student, and give confidence to
superiors, that proper‘ leadership action is taking place
acc&rdiﬂg to factuai data. The proper follow on action to a
leadership problem is an example of this phase of 1e£dership
training. | |

- The final phase of‘leadefship.trainihg is attitude. The
student must believe in, and héve second nature of the
leadership knowledge gained from leadership training.

Recognition that different situations necessitate different
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styles of leadership action, while consistent in military

discipline process would confirm the' learning process is
complete; | |

. To pfoperly choose a media fsr instrﬁction, a process of
selecting stimulus criteria was established by the Office of

Naval Education and Training [Ref. 23). The guidance

published, NAVEDTRA 108, equates Gagne’s five types of

leafning outcomes to learning objectives [Ref. 23]. To
determine which media is best suited for training'ﬁo be
accomplished, NAVEDTRA 108 provides guidance on the desired

outcomes and equates the relevant media through a series of

matrices. Once the matrices are completed,"it can be.

established which media are best suited to accomplish the
training.

To determlne the best leadership medlum for dellverlng a
leadershlp training program, the variables recalling bodies of
information, wusing verbal information, attitude learning,
making decision, and rule 1éarning.and using were used as the
desiréd-ouﬁcomes. For a leadership training program in an
operatiénal environment, the following results were obtained

from the NAVEDTRA 108 matrices:

1. Recalling Bodies of Information
Computer-Based Instruction

Teaching Machine
Audio Visual Instruction with Programmed Texts
Instructional Television

2. Using Verpal Information
Computer-Based Instruction

Teaching Machine
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3. Attitude Learning ' :
Operational Job Setting with Instructor
Simulated Job Setting with Instructor
Case Studies

4. Making Decisionsg
Computer-Based Instruction
Simulation Games

5. Rule Learning _and Using

©  Computer-Based Instruction
Teaching Machine
Procedure Trainer
Simulator

The method of computer-based instruction ﬁppears as an
‘appropriate media for instructional delivery in all but one of
the leafning objective matrices.

The reéommendation of‘this thesis for a post-schoolhouse
leadership training program is to develop aycqmpuﬁer-based
instruction for microcomﬁute:s. The pﬁrtability of suchva
program, enables the training to be conducted on both ashore
and afloat units. Computer-based instruction is presently
utilized by the Navy in teehniCal curriculums. The extension
of CBI as an instruction media for management will enable the
Navy to reap the benefits. outlined previously, once again.v

- The potential for highly sbbhisticated CBI is incrgasing
as‘the realm of artificial intelligence expands daily.. New
developments are continuouély being made. Human interaction
with the computér has increased so as to allow surgical
simulapipn [Ref. 20]. The bounds of artificial intelligence
are presently non-existent and the Navy should not be left
behind. |
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. ' CONCLUSIONS

The leadership competencies being taught at the Navy’s
leadership course were examined in an attempt to identify the
perception which officers have of the importance of these
leadership competencies for tﬁe officer’s job. Every
competency that Iyas' investigated was found to be very
_important'to the majority of officers surveyed, both across
designator community, and across rank. At least 99 percent of
the officers surveyed felt that each leadership competency was
important at ihe job.

- The Navy  has shown that leadérship  training is a-
necessity. The conditions whiéh‘the Navy encountered in the
early 1970’s should not be reexpérienced. By training senior
peﬁty officers and commisﬁioned officers, the Navy hoped for : o
and improved upon the léadership skills of naval middle.
management. The present course of instruction, NAVLEAD,Iis a
Iuseful vehicle to present the initial foundation of leadership
information. AThe usage and ability to effectively demoﬁstraté
the leadershiﬁ knowledée gained from the course are dependent
oﬁ the student. |

This thesis preseﬁtéd evidence which has shown that over
time, knowledge that is not utilized, is quickly foréotten.

There may be a number of different reasons why NAVLEAD
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information islnot fully utilized, but lack of appropriateness

Afvthat information was shown here not to be one. of the
factors. There may be some difficulties with timing of the
initial training but these data affirm the general usefulness
of the ﬁ:a;ning. |
To help overcome the decay of skill knowledge, a program
of,skill reinforcement can be implemented at the command
level, whereby officers can be refreshed with NAVLEAD
inférmation. Using computer-based instruction to deliver
refresher training could be beneficial. As an individualized
training tool, many work hours would nét be lost as they would
‘be in the case of an all officer meeting where 20 to 50
officers gather and.discﬁss a situation in an attempt to
discorer and solve the leade;ship problems presente&; Also,
the impﬁct of many officers away frop the job all at once for
extended periods can lead to a less productive command. Yet,
"the alternative of one person at a computer with an-
interactive program which simulates human‘action‘based on the
officér(s (student’s) decisions, is a time efficient,
effective, ’and enjoyable way to accomplish 1leadership
fraining. | | -
4The time.officers spend on leadership activities isla
disillusion that this thesis uncovered.' With the importance
placed on leadership to effe:tiéely succeed in the military
and the impértant réle leadership occupies in productive

organizations, naval officers onl. spend 28.90 percent of a
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day’s time engaged in leadership activities. Additionally.

when investigated across rarnk, the percentagé of time senior
officers spend engaged in technical activities is speculated
to be extensive (21.14 percent). The informétipn this thesis
fouhd is presented to community managefs, for investigation
into the appropriateness and maintenance of desirea,levels of

officer productivity.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS

The first recommendation wou;d.befﬁp investigate the level
of initial leadership tfaining that exists. Havipg found that
the material presented is important, is there enough time at'
the initialﬁtraining site for demonstration'of the facﬁual
material?

The timeliness of leadership training plays a significant'
factor in the learning process. 1Is it necessary to send an
ensign for leadership tr;ining directlf after thé accession
‘training éompletion, or could training bé éccomplished at a.
latéi time -~ such as at the ﬁieutenant junior grade promotiop
-- where the officer is seasoned with some field expérience,
and may'have better insight and forethought to the‘ﬁaterial
~ presented? It is recommendea that research be conducted as to
when the.optimal time is for officers to attend a leadership
training course; | |

When refresher training is given,'it can be given knowing
that officers‘utilize the leadership competencies. This stﬁdy
showed that officerS place a high value on the ieadership '
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competencies at the work place. However, information which is

not avajilable, is how often do officers use the leadership
competencies? If the leadership competencies are used directly
after the school yet then abandoned, is this Abandonment.due
to ineffectiveness | or iack of retaining leadefship

informatiqn? Also, how much refresher :leadership training

.should be given? Is there an optimal amount of time which will

effectively present the leadership'material, in order that
officers can complete the training and retain the leadership
competencies information? It is recommended that research bé
conducted on the optimai length leadership courses should be
in orde? to most efficiéﬁt.

The final récoﬁmendatioh is that thé computer—basea
instruction should not be excessively long 80 as to bore the
student, and make the training session a laborious time
consuming process in an already busy schedule. Rather the
training should be segmented, for ease of dompletion and‘

enjoyable to accomplish.
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Appendix A

The 16 leadership Competencies

1. Sets goals and Performance Standards. Outstanding Navy

leaders set goals to improve tasks performance and use them to
asses the ongoing performance of a task, as well as the task’s
results.

2. Takes Initiative, When a problem is encountered,
outstanding Navy leaders take initiative in defining it,
accept the responsibility of acting on it, and move
1mmed1ate1y to solve it..

3. Plans and Organizes. Outstanding Navy 'leaders plan and
organize tasks, people and resources in their order of
importance and schedule the tasks for achievement of their
goal.

4. Optimizes Use of Resources, OutStahdlng Navy leaders match

'individuals’ capabilities with job requirements to maxzmlze
tasks accomplishment. -

S. Delegates. Outstanding Navy leaders use the chain of
‘command to assign tasks by methods other than a direct order,
to get subordinates to accept task responsibility.

6. Monitors Results. Outstanding ﬁavy leaders systematicaliy
check progress on tasks‘accomplishment.

7. Rewards. Outstanding Navy leaders recognize and reward for
effective performance on a specific task. .

8. D1§c1211nes. In holding subordinates accountable for werk
goals and Navy standards, outstanding' Navy leaders
appropriately discipline subordinates, in order to increase
the likelihood of the subordinates’ improved performance.

9. Self-control. Outstanding Navy leaders hold back an impulse
and instead weigh the facts, keep a balanced perspective, and
act appropriately.

10. Influences. Outstanding Navy leaders persuade people

skillfully ~- up, across and down the chain of command -~ to
accomplish tasks and maintain the organization.

58




11. Team Builds. Outstanding Navy leaders promote team-work
within their work group and with other work groups.

2. Develops Subordinates. 'Outstanding Navy leaders spend time
working with their subordinates, coaching them toward improved
performance and helping them to be skillful and responsible in
getting the job done at a high standard.

13. Positive Expectations. Outstanding Navy leaders trust in
people’s basic worth and ability to perform. They approach
' subordinates with a desire for the subordinates’ development.

14. Realistic Expectations. Although outstanding Navy leaders
believe that most subordinates want to and can do a good job,

they take care not to set a subordinate up for failure by
expecting too much. Concern about a subordinate’s shortcomings.

is expressed honestly.

15. Understands. Qutstanding Navy leaders  identify
subordinates’ problems and help them to understand these
problems. Such leaders appropriately a1d others in solv1ng
their problems. .

l6. Concegtualizes; Outstanding Navy leaders dig out. the
relevant facts in a complex situation and organize those facts
to gain a clear understanding of the situation before acting.

[Ref. 7:p. 41]
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Appendix B

COMMUNITY DESIGNATORS
GURL 110X

SWO 111X, 116X, 1210

SUB 112X, 117X, 1220

SPEC 113X, 114X, 118X, 119X, 1260

AIR 123x%, 124X, 125X, 130X, 131X, 132X
EDO 144X, 146X, 150X, 151X, 152X, 154X
' STAFF - 1610 - 2100, 250X, 410X, 510X

MED 210X, 220X, 230X, 290X |

SUP 31Xx

LDO 6XXX ,
CWO TXXX
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PERCENTAGE OF OFFICERS WHO VIEW LEADERSRI? COMPETENCIES AS
' NOT IMPORTANT ' (NOT IMP),

IMPORTANT (VZRY IMP)

APPENDIX C

ACROSS DESIGNAT.R COMMUMI

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS

IMPORTANT (IMPORT),

§

'NOT IMP.| IMPORT |VERY IMP
GURL 'i 9.34 i 18.68 i 71.98
SURF | 5.45 i 14.18\1 80.36

. sus | 2.16 i 18.71 E 79.14
SPEC i 5.69 i 11.39 i 82.92
AIR i. 6.47 E 14.39 i 79.14
£DO 1 7.33 | 12.85 | 79.82
STAFF i 7.43 i 16.48 i 76.09

'MED | 3.05 | 19.17 | 77.78
sup j 2.79 i 10.36 i 86.85
6110 i 2.90 E 8.82 j 88.28

7110 [ 1.73 E 8.01 i 90.26
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'

TARES INITIATIVE

_NOT IMP |IMPORT !VERY IMP
GURL | 1.56 | 16.34 | 82.10
SURF i 0.73 i '10.91 i 88.36
. suB | 0.72 | 10.79 i 88.49
SPEC j 1.07 j 12.10 j 66.83
AIR | 0.72 | 11.94 | 87.34
EDO 1 0.26 | 8.23 | 91,52
STAFF i o.ss\i 9.27 i 90.14
MED E 1.10 i 17.83 i 81.07
SUP i‘ 0.00 j 10.36 j 89.64
6110 | 0.311 6.331 93.36
7110 i 0.74 i 8.26 i 91.00

CONCEPTUALIZES o

NOT IMP |IMPORT: |VERY IMP
GURL . | 10.51 | 38.91 | 50.58
SURF | 6.8 | 32.36 | 61.45
SuB | 2.52 | 43.17 | 54.32
SPEC | 6.05 | 36.30 i 57.65
AIR i 6.62 i 35.68 j 57.70
EDO | 4.63 | 31.88 | 63.50

STAFF i 3.38 | 29.73 i 66.89 .
MED i 6.11 | 34.43 i 59.46
sup | 3.98 i 42.23 | 53.78
6110 i- 6.02 i 33.92 | 60.06
7110 | 5.92 | 28.11 | 65.97
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A

DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES

63

'NOT IMP [IMPORT |VERY Dvp
GURL E 9.73 i 17.12 i 73.15
SURF |7.27 | 14.91 | 77.82
SUB j 3.96 i 17.99 i 78.06
SPEC i 6.76 i 10.68 i 82.56
AIR i 7.05 j 16.55 i 76.40

" EDO i 9.25 E' 16.58 i 74.16
STAFF i 9.12 i 15.97 j 74.91
MED j 2.56 E 16.12 i 81.32
sup i 2.39 i 13.15 i 84.46
6110 i 3.11 j 6.74 E 90.15
7110 i 1.97 i 6.54 i 91.49
TEAM BUILDS‘

: NOT IMP |IMPORT [VERY IMP
GURL | .3.50 i 19.07 i 77.43
SURF E 1.09 i 15.27 i 83.64
SuB i 2.16 j 17.99 i 79.86
SPEC E_ 3.56 i 7.47 i 88.97
AIR j 2.01 i' 13.96 j 84.03
EDO | 1.16 | 9.38 f 89.46
STAFF | 3.09 | 15.89 i 81.02
MED | 1.34 | 17.83 | 80.83
sup | 0.40 i 11.16 E 88.45
6110 | 0.41| 8.09 | 91.49
7100 j 0.62 j . 7.64 i 91.74




USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES

'NOT IMP |IMPORT [VERY IMP
GURL i 5.06 i 26.07 i 68.87
SURF E 0.73 i 21.09 i 78.18
SUB i 3.60 i 21.58 i 74.82
SPEC i 2.49 E 18.51 | 79.00
' AIR i 2.45-[ 22:73 i 74.82
EDO i 2.31 i 14.52 i 83.16"
STAFF i . 2.35 i 19.43 i 78.22
MED i 5.37 | 28.08 i 66.54
SUP | 0.80 | 15.54 | 83.67
6100 | 1.45 | 15.87 | 62.68
7110 i 2.47 | 16.77 | 80.76
PERSISTENCE
‘ NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
GURL | 1.17 | 10.51 | 88.33
SURF | 0.36 | 8.73 | 90.91
SUB i 0.36 | 10.79 i 88.85.
SPEC | 0711 8.19 | 91.10
AIR ‘j 0.58 i 9.06 i 90.36
EDO | 0.13 ] 4.8 | 94.99
STAFF i 0.88 i 8.17 i_ 90.95
'MED 1 0.73 i 11.97 | 87.30
sup 1 0.00 | 7.57 | 92.43
6100 i 0.00 i a.25 i 95.75
7100 i o.37,i s.7a'j 92.85
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TAKES RESPONSIBILITY

.NOT IMP AIIMPOR'.'[' 1VERY IMP
GURL | 3.1 25.29 | 71.60
SURF | 1.82 | 13.45 | 84.73
SB | 2.16 | 15.83.| 82.01
SPEC i 0.71 i 12.10 j 87.19
AIR i 1.87 i 15.33Lj 82.30
£DO 1 0.77 | 11.05 | 88.17
STAFF I 1.84 j 13.98‘1 84.18
MED j 1.34 j 16.00 j 82.66
sup | o.oo'i 12.35 j 87.65
6100 | 0.21 | 7.57 | 92.22 |
7100 E 0.74 | 7.77 j 91.49

AS A FUNCTION OF ALL OFFICERS

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS
" NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- drmmmme o ——————

ALL OFF | 4.99 | 13.71 | 81.29
--------- tmmmmv e — e b — . ————

TAKES INITIATIVE ’
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- i it ittt
ALL OFF | 0.65 |. .10.48 | 88.87
m——————— e et o
CONCEPTUALIZES ,

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- i it ST T
ALL OFF | 5.35 | 33.30 | 61.35

--------- et S

65




DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- $mmmmmmm— e e e
ALL OFF | 5.81 | 13.43 | 80.76
--------- et St Sttt
TEAM BUILDS -

, NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
_________ PSS S S R,
ALL OFF | 1.68 | 12.74 | 85.58
--------- e St L ST

USEs MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES
NOT IMP |[IMPORT |VERY IMP

........ e o ot 0 e e e e o et e o e
ALL OFF | 2.64 | 19.65 | 77.70
--------- $mmmmmmm e
PERSISTENCE

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- i St e S
ALL OFF | 0.49 | 7.82 | 91.70

+

TAKES RESPONSIBILITY

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
---------- tommrer et et ————
ALL OFF | 1.24 | 12.77 | 85.99
--------- S N
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ACROSS RANK WITHIN DESIGNATOR COMMUNITIES

GENERAL UNRESTRICTED. LINE OFFICER

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS

NOT IMP
......... o ————
ENS | 20.00
--------- e
LTJG | 14.00
—————————— $rwmm————
LT | 6.45
......... formmam————
LCDR | 4.08
————————— e m—————
CDR 1 27.27
_________ o ———
CAPT | 0.00
————————— o = o

TAKES INITIATIVE

NOT IMP
_________ fremm————-
ENS | 5.00
_________ o m————
LTJG | 0.00
_________ frmrmc———
LT { 1.61
_________ o ————
LCDR | 2.04
————————— frmm————
CDR | 0.00
———— = e
CAPT | 0.00
......... e ————
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| IMPORT |VERY IMP
N o
| 20.00 | 60.00
N i et
{ 10.00 | 76.00
mmmm———— e
| 22.58 | 70.97
Fommmm——— Fommmom——
1 16.33 | 79.59
et it
] 18.18 | 54.55
i o
| 33.33 | 66.67
N e
|IMPORT |VERY IMP
e S
] 35.00 | 60.00
S pmmmm————
] 24.00 | 76.00
e oo
| 16.13 | 82.26
i $mmm—————
| 6.12 | 91.84
e ommmmmeee
} 0.00 | 100.00
i S
| 0.00 | 100.00
omm————— $ommm————



NOT IMP
......... $rrmmm———
ENS | 1C.00
......... b n—————
LTJG | 6.00
......... $rmer————-
Lr | 2.42
_________ o ———
LCDR | 2.04
......... fmrm—————
CDR i 0.00
......... e ——
CAPT ] 0.00
__________ fommmm———

+

ENS | 20.00
......... brm—mm———
LTJG | 14.00
......... I W -
LT | 9.68
_________ frm——————
LCDR I 6.12
_________ I S
CDR | 9.09
......... fommmm———
CAPT | 0.00
_________ B S

DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES

NOT IMP
————————— ==
ENS | 15.00
————————— $mmcmcaa-
LTJG | 14.00
--------- oo -
LT | 7.26
--------- - --o-
LCDR | 8.16
e et LT LR T
CDR | 18.18
————————— o = oo - -
CAPT | 0.00
......... o —————

TEAM BUILDS
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| IMPORT

+

- - -

|VERY IMP

s et S S S




USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES
IVERY IMP
. ,

I
+
|
+
!
+
|
+
I
+
|
+

NOT IMP |IMPORT
_________ fommmrm— e m——————
ENS | 10.00 ¢ 50.00
_________ rmmc e e —————
LTJG | 8.00 | 28.00
- S . e
LT | 4.03 | '22.58
P fmm——————— o ——————
LCDR | 4.08 | 18.37
....... s o e
CDR | 0.00 | 54.55
--------- Rtk e
CAPT | 0.00 | 0.00
......... O O S,
PERSISTENCE
' NOT IMP |IMPORT
_________ R e T T L E e
ENS | 5.00 | 20.00
e m——————— trmmc————- fo———- -
LTJG | 0.00 } 18.00
——————— fmmm————— e ———
LT | 0,81 |  9.68
_________ fmmc e e —————
LCDR | 2.04 | 2.04
......... frrmm e m e ———
CDR | 0.00 | 9.09
__________ S
CAPT | 0.00 | 0.00
_________ I SR N

"TAKES RESPONSIBILITY

NOT IMP |IMPORT
......... o — e — - ————————
ENS | 5.00 | 40.00
———————— ettt $ommem
LTJG | 8.00 | 38.00
_________ rmm—me e — et ————
LT | 1.61 | 25.00
————————— +-—--————+————————
LCDR | 2.04 | 10.20
......... B LT T PR WY PRy IS,
CDR i 0.00 | 9.09
......... b e ————
CAPT } 0.00 | 33.33
————————— +_—_————_+-—--_———
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|VERY IMP

e e R A s

VERY IMP




_  SURFACE WARFARE OFFICER

" POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS
NOT IMP |IMPORT

—t— == —+— ¢

+

NOT IMP
- - —— - S
ENS | 0.00
......... o mm————
LTJG | 0.00
--------- +---—_--—
LT | 1.27
————————— +-———--——
LCDR | 0.00
--------- +--—---—-
CDR | 2.63
--------- +-—--——---
CAPT | 0.00
--------- +-—--.-———
CONCEPTUALIZES

NOT IMP
m—m————— $mmmm————
ENS | 9.68
.......... $mmmm—————
LTJG |~ 3.77
--------- +———---——
LT | 6.33
————————— +—————---
LCDR Po11.11
--------- +—-————--
CDR |  5.26
--------- +——--_-_—
CAPT | 2.63
————————— +——--._—-—

+

o — o — 4 —

e e e ]

{VERY IMP

|VERY IMP

+—Ft— ==t — =+




DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- e e e
ENS | 0.00 | 6.45 | 93.55
--------- e ittt Sttt
LTJG | 1.89 | 11.32 .| .86.79
--------- ettt SEE TP PR
LT | 8.86 | 13.92 | 77.22
s ettt ittt $ommmm———
LCDR ] 11.11 | 25.00 | 63.89
--------- B it Gt Tt ST
CDR | 18.42 | 21.05 | 60.53
————————— Fmmm————— 4omm—m e S e it
CAPT } 2.63 | 13.16 | 84.21
--------- el e s
TEAM BUILDS

‘ ‘ NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- et T
ENS ] 3.23 | - 19.35 | 77.42
--------- i St e
LTJG | 0.00 | 7.55 | 92.45
--------- et
LT ] 2.53 | 15.19 | 82.28
--------- it Sttt S E L T
LCDR | 0.00 | 22.22 | 77.78
--------- ettt e e
CDR |  0.00 | 23.68 | 76.32
------- s S i At
CAPT | 0.00 | 7.89 | 92.11
--------- +-_—.--——_+—_—_--—_+_—--——-—

USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES
NOT IMP

e Ik ok o
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IMPORT

- - - -

|VERY IMP

o b b — o —




PERSISTENCE

NOT IMP |IMPORT |
--------- dormmh e ———
ENS | 0.00 | 19.35 |
--------- e et L L L LT
LTJIG | 0.00 | 3.77 |
--------- T g |
LT | 1.27 | 8.86 |
————————— Fommm———— em——————— +
LCDR | 0.00 | 8§.33 |
——————— e Fomr - +
CDR | 0.00 | 13.16 |
--------- Ll S
CAPT | 0.00 | 2.63 |
———————— b o m—— frmm———— +

TAKES RESPONSIBILITY .

VERY IMP

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- et A i
ENS | 3.23 | 12.90 |
--------- R andabaiedaieiebed S ninbabaiall 4
LTJG | 0.00 | 9.43 |
———————— tr——————— Form————— +
LT | 1.27 | 18.99 |
= o o e o e 2 e o e e o +
LCDR | 0.00 | 13.89 |
e ———— Fomee———— Fomm————— +
CDR | 2.63 | 15.79 |
m———————— o ————— trem————— +
CAPT | 5.26 | 5.26 |
--------- b bttt e e it bl

SUBMARINE WARFARE OFFICER

POSITiVE AND REALIsTIC EXPECTATIONS

. NOT IMP |IMPORT
————————— R ittt +
ENS ] 0.00 | 0.00 |
———————— e e +
LTJG | 2.38 | 23.81 |
--------- R i S
LT H 3.25 | 24.39 |
--------- e i
LCDR } 2.08 | 18.75]
--------- e LTS SRR
CDR | 0.00 | 0.00 |
--------- T
CAPT | 0.00 | 10.71 |

---------- ettt ST LS

|[VERY IMP

- - o -
- - -
—— - - -

- wn o - - -




TAKES INITIATIVE

NOT IMP | IMPORT
- = N R, pmmmm————
ENS | -~ 0.00 | 0.00
_________ frmr b ————
LTJG | 2.38 | 19.05
= o e o o o e o ot o e e b —————
LT | 0.81 | 116.26
_________ o o e e o o e
LCDR | 0.00 | 0.00
_________ fommcmm e ———
CDR | 0.00 | 2.94
......... o o e e o e
CAPT ] 0.00 | 3.57
_________ formm e m e —————
CONCEPTUALIZES

NOT IMP |IMPORT
- - = - - - o o e
ENS | 0.00 | 66.67
_________ B S,
LTJG | 4.76 | 50.00
......... pmmrmm— e —————
LT |  4.07 | 43.90
......... fmwmemmm——t———————-
LCDR | 0.00 | 47.92
_———————— form—————— o —————
CDR | 0.00 | 26.47
......... o - —— -
'CAPT } 0.00 | 39.29
.......... e — e ———————

DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES

NOT IMP |IMPOPY
-y - - o - e .
ENS i 0.00 | 0.0
_________ e mccrebm————— -
LTJG | 2.38 | 26.19
——————— e ———— $ommmmm e
LT ] 4.07 | 19.51
--------- +-—-—_—--+—-—--—-—
LCDR | 8.33 | 16.67
_________ B L e e el
CDR | 2.94 | 0.00
_________ o e e
CAPT | 0.00 | 25.00
- - o o b
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//, T R

'TEAM BUILDS

IMPORT |VERY IMP

NOT IMP |

--------- e ittt Sttt )
ENS | 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00

————————— +-—-.—-'--——+——————-—+———————-

LTJG | 2.38 | 21.43 | 176.19

--------- e i A '
. LT | 3.25 | 20.33 | 76.42

--------- e St At

LCDR | 2.08 | 18.75 | 79.17

- n e o o o e o ——————-—— brmmm—————

CDR ] 0.00 | . 5.88 | 94.12

_________ e e e L LT

CAPT ] 0.00 | 17.86 | 82.14

--------- i et et .

USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES .
NOT IMP |[IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- Rt e T
ENS | 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
--------- et St
LTJG o 2.38 | 45.24 | 52.38
--------- e e
LT I 4.07 | 23.58 |  72.36
--------- s Sttt D
LCDR | 4,17 1 16.67 | 79.17
_________ R L T T R T T
CDR | 5.88 | 2.94 | 91.18
————————— ittt e T
CAPT R 0.00 | 10.71 |} 89.29
me—mme———— $omm————— tommmm—ee $rmmmmme
PERSISTENCE
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- s Skttt
ENS | 0.00 | 0.00 } 100.00
e ————— $ommmme m————— e ———
LTJG | 2.38 | 19.05 | 78.57
————————— e ettt pmmmmmmee
LT | 0.00 | 15.45 | -84.55 :
crmm————— rmm————— $ommmeme e
LCDR | 0.00 | 4.17 | 95.83
--------- e e et -
CDR | 0.00 | 2.%4 | 97.06
--------- et e et
" CAPT ] . 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
--------- e e Sttt ¢
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TAKES RESPONSIBILITY

NOT IMP

=t — b=k — -t — +

| IMPORT

SPECIAL WARFARE OFF.CER

|VERY IMP

————————
________
--------
________
--------

b=t — =+ — +

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS

- - - -

TAKES INI

bttt —F— -+

NOT IMP

o o b — -+

TIATIVE
NOT IMP

. ™MPORT

————————
————————
........
--------
————————

+—F—b— = — -+

|VERY IMP

- —— -

[



CONCEPTUALIZES

NOT IMP |IMPOR™
_________ e ——————h—-——— -
ENS |. 14.29 | 42.86
......... Sy R R R
LTJG | 0.00 | 42.31
_________ A T U P
LT I 7.69 | 39.23
--------- Lbadedeindedaind £ indadadeded
LCDR | 4.41 | 30.88
--------- tommmmmm et
.CDR | 5.26 | .34.21
.......... formmd e e ——————
CAPT ] 8.33 | 25.00
———e e - frmm————— fmmmm———

DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES

NOT IMP |IMPORT
_________ o o o o e o e o
ENS o 0.00 | 14:.29
--------- dommm et ——
LTJG ] 0.00 | 15.38
_________ o e o
LT I 5.38 | 10.00
......... o o o o o o o e o 2 m
LCDR | 10.29 | 10.29
......... oo - ————
CDR | 13.16 | 7.89
_________ b - o -
CAPT | 6.00 | 16.67
————————— +_----——-+-—s—-——_-
TEAM BUILDS .

NOT IMP |IMPORT
.......... B L T
ENS | 14.29 | 14.29
_________ o e e v e e
LTJG ] 3.85 | 7.69
_________ terrr e e ——————
LT | 3.08 | 8.46
_________ o ot e o e e e
LCDR | 2.94 | 5.88
[, o o ——————
CDR | 5.26 | 5.26
_________ YU Wy
CAPT | 0.00 | 8.33
_________ B YN Wy U
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USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES
MOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- tomme e n e d e ————
ENS | 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
--------- D et D ity
LTJG |  0.00 | 19.23 | 80.77
--------- e ettt ST L P
LT | 2.31 | 21.54 | 76.15
------ e ——— e — e —————
LCDR | 4.41 | 11.76 | 83.82
——————— b ——— $mmmm———— pommm———
CDR | 0.00 | 23.68 | 76.32
--------- S ettt ST PRSP
CAPT I 8.33 | 16.67 | 175.00
---------- it e L E L P T
PERSISTENCE -

: NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
_________ frmmmcc e r— e —————
ENS | 0.00 | 14.29 | 85.71
---------- L e Sttt L L L
LTJG |  0.00 | 11.54 | 88.46
--------- e e i T
LT | 1.54 | 6.92 | 91.54
--------- e Y Sttt
LCCR |  0.00 | 8.82 | 91.18
————————— e e e L L e DL PR b et
CDR. | 0.00 | 10.53 | 89.47
e oo e ommmm e
CAPT | 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
--------- $omm e e e ———

© TAKES RESPONSIBILITY

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

————————- R et N it
ENS . | 0.00 | 14.29 |} 85.71
--------- e s ettt
LTJG | 0.00 | 23.08 | 76.92
————————— S $mmmm———e $ommmm o
LT | 0.77 | 11.54 | 87.69
--------- e e
LCDR | 1.47 | 8.82 | 89.71
--------- ettt T SRS
CDR | 0.00 | 15.79 | 84.21
————————— i e e
CAPT I 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
--------- e e
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AIR WARFARE OFFICER

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS
NOT .MP | IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- T it
ENS [ 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
--------- 4ommme o
LTJG | 5.00 | 18.75 | :76.25
--------- e S
LT i 8.36 | 16.03 | 75.61
--------- et R L PP
LCDR | 5.67 | 16.31 | 78.01
--------- T
CDR | 6.72 ¢ 10.08 | 83.19
--------- et
CAPT } 1.52 | 6.06 | 92.42
e e $ommm e fmm————

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
---------- el e e s
ENS } 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
--------- et e
LTJG | 1.25 | 20.00 § 78.75
————————— ommmm—e o —— ittt
LT | 0.35 | 14.98 | 84.67
--------- s S Sttt
LCDR | 1.42 | 9.22 | 89.36
--------- et St T
CDR | 0.84 | 5.88 | 93.28
--------- et e
CAPT ] 0.00 | 6.06 | 93.9%4
---------- e i il
CONCEPTUALIZES

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
e - emedmmmm———— ittt $emmmmm
ENS | 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
__________ dormmn e c e —————
LTJG | 10.00 | 43.75 | 46.25
--------- +————----+—-———-——+-—--—---
LT I 5.92 | 38.33 | 55.75
--------- e
LCDR l 11.35 | 31.91 | 56.74
--------- T e
CDR } 2.52 | 31.09 |} 66.39
.......... +_-‘---—--+__—_--.._+---..---.—
CAPT i 3.03 | 31.82 ] 65.15
--------- ".—-——-—~-+————-—-—+---—————
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DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES

NOT IMP
_________ e ————
ENS | 0.00
_________ fmmmmn———
LTJG | 3.75
_________ ommm e ——
LT | 5.92
......... fmmmmna—n
LCDR | 8.51
——e—————- b ———
CDR | 12.61
_________ e ———
CAPT | 3.03
_______ cmfmmme——--

TEAM BUILDS

NOT IMP
.......... [ ISR ——
ENS | 0.00
_________ frrcncnn—
LTJG | 1.25
_________ Ny ——
LT ] 3.48
_________ R -
LCDR } 2.13
......... P
CDR ] 0.00
_________ .
CAPT | 0.00
e o

o b b — o — -+

IMPORT

+—+—+—+—F—=+—+

+—F ===t —+—+

|VERY IMP

100.00

USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES

NOT IMP
- e e e
ENS ] 0.00
_________ I W
LTJG | 3.75
......... fmmmm -
LT | 3.48
......... e
LCDR | 2.13
————————— - - -
CDR I 0.84
......... fmmec— -
CA®T | 0.00
......... I SO
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IVERY IMP
o ———————
100.00




PERSISTENCE

NOT IMP |
———————— fomcmc—— e fomm—————-
ENS | 0.00 | 0.00
......... fmmmcr e ———
LTJG | 1.25 | 11.25
......... fmmmmcc e m———— -
LT | 0.70 | 12.89
......... B P,
LCDR | 0.71 | 5.67
-~ ——— - ——— o ———— + ————————
CDR | 0.00 | 4.20
————————— foimmmmmm e ———
CAPT | 0.00 | 6.06
_________ UM SO

TAKES RESPONSIBILITY
NOT IMP |IMPORT

————————— b — o m——
ENS | 0.00 | 0.00
......... trmmmc e —————
LTJG | 2.50 | 25.00
......... S
LT ] 2.09 | 18.12
- - - - - - - - - P ———
LCDR | 2.13 | 12.77
......... v maf e ———
CDR { 1.68 | 10.92
[ m———————— - tommm————
CAPT i 0.00 | 10.61
------ - o o o e - - - -

ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICER

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS
|VERY IMP

"NOT IMP |IMPORT

...... B e .
- ENS | 9.09 1 9.09
......... b mcc e ———————
LTJG 1 4.35 | 13.04
......... B L LT T S p——
LT | 10.66 | 11.68
......... fecc e, ——
LCDR | 7.55 | 14.34
......... e b ———————
~ CDR | 6.74 | 10.88
......... frccccmm e —————
CAPT | 1.12 | 15.73
......... e n et e ———

VERY IMP

| VERY IMP

bt — =+

+

At —t— b= = -

100.00




NOT IMP

IMPORT |[VERY IMP

|
--------- el D ek et e bl g
ENS I 0.00 | 9.09 | 90.91
--------- ettt et
LTJIG | 0.00 | 13.04 | 86.96
--------- i S ettt
LT I 0.00 | 7.61 | 92.39
- i - e $omemm——- trm——————
LCDR | 0.38 | 10.94 | 88.68
--------- ettt e
, CDR | 0.52 | 6.22 | 93.26
—————— it ittt pommmmme e
CAPT | 0.00 | 4.49 | 95.51
————————e tommmm e 4ommmmme et
CONCEPTUALIZES ‘
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
————————— S R bt et Rt
ENS | 9.09 | 45.45 | 45.45
--------- R el ettt tl Sabe i d ety dddel ol
LTJG | 8.70 | 47.83 | 43.48
--------- it e et bt L Ll
LT ] 6.09 | 31.98°| 61.93
- e e ot e o e e R b T
LCDR ] 5.28 | 30.19 | 64.53
--------- b kbbbt il bl
CDR ] 2.59 | 31.09 | 66.32
———————— L St 4o
CAPT | 2.25 | 32.56 | 65.17
--------- Ll d bbbt L Sndabd bl DLl bl

DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- e i
ENS ] 9.09 | 0.00 | 90.91
————————— +-———--——+—-———r——-*———————-
LTJG | 8.70 | 8.70 | 82.61
e ——— cdmmmmmmem pomem e
LT | 14.72 | 15.23 | 70.05
--------- et i
LCDR | 9.81 | 21.39 | 68.30
e P S e o
CDR | 7.25 | 13.99 | 78.76
--------- e it TP EE PP
CAPT | 0.00 | 13.48 | 86.52.
--------- e it Sttt R
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TEAM BUILDS

NOT IMP
--------- - ———
ENS | 9.09
......... I
LTJG | 0.00
_________ foumm— -
LT | 2.03
--------- o= — - - - - -
LCDR I+ 1.51
--------- oo o o
CDR | 0.00
......... frmmwe———
CAPT | 0.00
- o ————-—-

- - .

===t — +

VERY IMP

- - -

USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES
| VERY IMP

NOT IMP
......... -
ENS | 9.09
......... e ———
LTJG | 0.00
_________ I —
LT | 1.52
_________ e —————
LCDR ] 2.64
_________ o ————
CDR | 2.59
.......... frnmmm———
CAPT ] 2.25
......... o ———
PERSISTENCE
: NOT IMP
......... e m——————
ENS | 0.00
—er————— o
LTJG | 0.00
......... [ N
LT ] 0.00
_________ fmmmm————
LCDR ] 0.38
.......... o ———
CDR | + 0.00
————————— o - o -
CAPT | 0.00
......... fomm—————
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TAKES RESPONSIBILITY

NOT IMP
......... e
ENS I 9.09
_________ o e
LTJG | 0.00
_________ -
LT | 0.51
_________ L it e X
LCDR | 1.13
--------- o
CDR | 0.52
_________ = =
CAPT | 0.00
--------- L

IMPOR

—— -

STAFF CORPS OFFICER

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPE

e o v o e o e o e
ENS I 4.76
- - - - -—— - - +—-u-—--\-—-.
LTJG | 10.20
__________ o n e -
LT | 9.18
_________ +-—-——-—-
LCDR b 7.92
--------- +--_--.—-—
CDhR I 4.68
- e wn e . an e + --------
CAPT ] 2.50
___-_-__;+ ________

TAKES INJTIATIVE

NOT IMP
_________ o ————
ENS ] 0.00
_________ o — -
LTJG | 2.04
_________ mmmm— -
LT | 0.57
--------- o -
LCDR | 0.59
- o e o o e am fm————————
CDR ] 0.00
————————— o - -
CAPT I - 0.83
......... frmmm—————

+

NOT IMP |IMPCRY

- - — - - -

—— - —

- —— -

- o o o -

|VERY IMP
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IVERY IMP

————————
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|VERY IMP

________
————————
________
————————
————————
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CONCEPTUALIZES

NOT IMP |IMPORT
_________ oot o e o e e e o
ENS | 2.38 | 52.38
______ o e e e e e o e e e n e
LTJG | 7.14 | 35.71
_________ o
LT | 3.44 | 31.93
......... L
LCDR | 3.52 | 26.10
- ot = o o o e o 2 o o - o e o e
CDR | 0.85 | 26.81
B e ————
CAPT ] 5.00 | 23.33
B T R L L
DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES

NOT IMP |IMPORT
.......... D T e e
ENS I 16.67 | 26.19
__________ o m e - ———————
LTJG | - 11.22 | 20.41
- s e o e e e o o e e e o —-—
LT 1 10.71 )} 20.46
_________ o o o o e
LCDR | 10.56 | 13.20
--------- frmmm - —————
CDR | 4.68 | 9.79
.......... o o e o 0 2
CAPT | 2.50 | 9.17
- - - b ———— e ————
TEAM BUILDS

NOT IMP |IMPORT
- - - - = frmmm e ———— o —————
ENS | 2.38. | 28.57
e Fome e ————
LTJG | 7.14 | 17.35
_________ o o o e e e
LT } 4.59 | 19.50
- o dom - ——— e ————
LCDR | 1.47 { 14.37
......... T L L T R
CDR | 0.85 | 11.49
s o e s o e e —— frmmcmw——-
CAPT | 2.50 | 7.50
_________ S ey gy,
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USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGILES
|VERY IMP

NOT IMP |IMPORT
--------- ettt =
ENS | 0.00 | 30.95
_________ fmm e m e —-————-
LTJG | 12.24 | 29.59
- trm—————— o
LT | 2.68 | 20.65
- - ——— fmrmcm——-
LCDR ] 1.47 | 18.48
_________ e c e na e ————
CDR | 0.00 | 16.17
......... R T LTy
CAPT | 0.83 | 10.83
_________ R T VS
PERSISTENCE

NOT IMP |IMPORT
- - = o - - e ———
ENS | 0.00 | 14.29
......... drcmmrcc e ———
LTJIG | 1.02 | 11.22
_________ B T oy pupEp .
LT | 1.15 | 8.41
_______ B T A T
LCDR | 1.17 | 7.33
......... A T T T Ty e
CDR |  0.00 | 8.09
- - o o o e e -
CAPT | 0.83 | 5.00
--------- - - ——————

TAKES RESPONSIBILITIES

NOT IMP |IMPORT -
_________ R T T T TN R N
ENS | 0.00 | 11.90
_______ e mm - ——- o ——————-—
LTJG | 4.08 | 17.35
......... frmmrmm e m e ———
LT | 1.91 | 16.44
_________ frmnmm e —————
LCDR i 2.93 | 14.66
....... b — e ———————
CDR | 0.43 | 10.21
_________ fommem e ————
CAPT | 0.00 | 6.67
e e e ———— $ommmme
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MEDICAL CORPS OFFICER

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS

NOT IMP
————————— dmmmmmm——
ENS | - 0.00
————————— fmmmmce=-
LTJG | 0.00
————————— +-—--—---
LT | 3.16
--------- - -—-—-—-
LCDR | 4.25
————————— - o -
CDR | 1.90
- .- -- = - - - o
CAPT | 3.61
- - - +________

TAKES INITIATIVE

NOT IMP
_________ o o e e
ENS | 0.00
--. ------- + --------
LTJG 1 0.00
--------- +_---—---
LT o 1.15
--------- +-.-__--.-_
LCDR | 0.94
......... L s
CDR ] . 0.00
__________ o o e e s o oo
CAPT | 3.61
--------- +-----—--
CONCEPTUALIZES

NOT IMP
- > o - ———--
ENS N 0.00
- - - o m——————
LTJG ] 7.69
---------- +-_---——-
LT i 6.32
......... N
LCDR | 3.30
- - N
CDR |° 5.71
--------- +—--—----
CAPT | 13.25
......... ]

| IMPORT

VERY IMP

| 89.47
Fomm—————
| 86.54
o -
| 75.57
o ———
| 86.79
G- —--—
{ 83.81
+‘ --------
| 80.72
o -
|VERY IMP
o -
| 68.42
o ————
| 59.62
e ———
| 57.76
b ———
| 63.68
-
| 55.24
e
| 59.04
o mm————




#

DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES

'NOT IMP
_________ - ———-—
ENS | 0.00
_________ brmmmm————
LTJG | 3.85
_________ frmcmm———
LT | 1.44
_________ e —————
LCDR | 3.77
- .
CDR | 2.86
R - e m————-
CaPT | 3.61
__________ tocmm————

TEAM BUILDS

NOT IMP
--------- -
ENS | 0.00
————————— -
LTJG I 0.00
--------- o -
LT | 1.15
--------- e ---
LCDR | 1.89
- — - - — - - Gt ——
CDR | 0.95
e ———e—— fommmm———
-CAPT o 2.41
--------- o - -

b—F— A — b — +—+

IMPORT

| VERY IMP

o — b — o — - — +

USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES
IVERY IMP

NOT IMP
--------- +
ENS | 5.26
--------- +
LTJG I 9.62
--------- +
LT | 5.46
......... [ R
LCDR ] 6.60
————————— G -
- CDR | 0.95
......... drmcm————
CAPT | 4.82
......... e ————
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PERSISTENCE
NOT IMP |[IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- e et CL L L LT .
ENS i 0.00 | 15.79 | 84.21
--------- L e
ITJG c 1.92 | 9.62 | 88B.46
--------- T e .
LT i 0.29 | 16.67 | 83.05
--------- et T C LN S PSR
LCDR 1 0.94 | 7.55 | 91.51
--------- fommemm e e
CDR | 0.00 | 9.52 | 90.48
--------- e s L DLt EEE L EE R
CAPT | 2.41 | 7.23 | 90.36 A
cm————m———— - —tmmmme——— $ommmmmmee

TAKES RESPONSIBILITY .
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

————————— pommm—— e o e
ENS | 0.00 | 15.79 | 84.21
--------- et A
LTJG | 1.92 | 2.62 | 88.46
--------- e i it
LT | 0.86. | 20.98 | 78.16
--------- et T L S
LCDR | 1.42 | 11.79 | 86.79
--------- et
CDR l 1.90 | 12.38 | 85.71
--------- et SECE RS TSR
CAPT | 2.41 } 14.46 | 83.13
--------- + +_---_—-_

------- - o -

SUPPLY CORPS OFFICER

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS
NOT IMP |IMPORT . |VERY IMP

--------- s St
ENS ] 0.00 | 13.33 | 86.67 ‘
--------- s Sttt

LTJG | 0.00 | 9.09 | 90.91

--------- et

LT { 3.53 | 9.41 | 87.06

--------- et

LCDR ] 3.51 | 14.04 | 82.46

--------- e ettt TR

CDR ] 4.88 | 7.32 | 87.80

--------- e e

CAPT | 0.00 { 10.00.§ 90.00

--------- e




TPKES INITIATIVE

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- i Sttt Sttt
ENS ] 0.00 | 13.33 | 86.67 |
--------- it e a2
LTJG | 0.00 | 6.06 | 93.924 |
--------- e et LTS
LT | 0.00 | 9.41 | 90.59 |
--------- i ittt Sl ittt s
LCDR | 0.00 | 15.79 | 84.21 |
e EE L L ommmmmmd
CDR | 0.00 | 7.32 | 92.58 |
--------- i i et St el
CAPT | 0.00 | 10.00.| 90.(0 |

--------- e e it 3

CONCEPTUALIZES

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- et e
ENS |  6.67 | 46.67 | 46.67
--------- e St LR L
LTJG | 9.09 | 45.45 | 45.45
--------- i S ttas St
LT | 2.35 | 45.88 | 51.76
————————- o o it
LCDR ] 0.00 | 42.11 } 57.89
———————— o ettt oo
CDR | 4.88 | 34.15 | 60.98
--------- et R
CAPT | 10.00 | 35.00 | 55.00
---------- Rttt SEL PR TP

DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES
" NOT IMP |IMPORT - |VERY IMP

--------- e T RS
ENS | 0.00 | '13.33 | 86.67
--------- e ittt
LTJG I 0.00¢ | 12.12 | 87.88
--------- e E T
LT j  2.35 | 12.94 | 84.71
--------- e e
LCDR | 3.51 | 14.04 | 82.46
--------- e R et
CDR } 4.88 | 12.20 | 82.93
--------- el S
CAPT | 0.00 | 15.00 | 85.00
--------- e T
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'TEAM BUILDS

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- e et e PR S R
ENS ] 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00
--------- e S Aatar
LTJG | 0.00 | 9.09 | 90.91
---------- e i i
LT | 0.00 | 14.12 , 185.88
e ittt N
LCDR | 0.00 | 19.30 { 180.70
--------- s i et
CDR | 2.44 | 2.44 | 95.12
mem———— e ——— e - .
CAPT | 0.00 | 5.00 | 95.00
--------- e i ittt

USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

———————— e ———— bom——————— fm——————
ENS | 0.00 | 33.33 | 66.67
--------- S et Dt o ekt ltd
LTJG | 3.03 | 18.18 | 78.79
--------- R kel e ke ity ol bttt D
LT | 1.18 | 10.59 | 88.24
--------- brmmwrm et nc et e e ———-——
LCDR | 0.00 | 19.30 | 80.70
————————— tomm———— tomm————— $omm——mm—
CDR | 0.00 | 12.20 ) 87.80
--------- foemmmm e — e ———————
CAPT | 0.00 | 15.00 | 85.00
--------- rmmmsccetrcacc et ————
PERSISTENCE ,
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY 1IMP
--------- el D D e s
EN3 | 0.00 | 6.67 | 93.33 |
--------- S el bttt Sl tatatalel LD DL L L L
LTJG L 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00 |
--------- L b et L b bl e e b il o
- LT i 0.00 | 7.06 | 92.94 |
--------- fmmmmmmmmfem e m e e —————
LCDR | 0.00 | 14.04 | 85.96 |
--------- S SO
CDR | 0.00 } 7.32 | 92.68 |
———m—— i fmm———— pmm————— +
CAPT | 0.00 | 5.00 | 95.00 |
--------- tmmmm e e e e ———
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TAKES RESPONSIBILITY

NOT IMP |IMPORT
[ —— +'--"f'-+ ________
ENS | 0.00 | 6.67
......... B T T e
LTJG | 0.00 | 9.09
_________ - - ————— -
LT | 0.00 | 9.41
......... e Ly e
LCDR i 0.00 | 21.05
- G - -
CDR | 0.00 | 12.20
- - — on e ——————-
CAPT | 0.00 | 10.00
e e ——-————- o ———

LIMITED DUTY OFFICER

| VERY IMP

b=t — ==t — =+

POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPECTATICNS
|VERY IMP

NOT IMP
......... o
ENS | 0.00
_________ - ———
LTJG 1 2,67
--------- o o o e
LT | 3.73
_________ b ———
LCDR ] 1.80
- v - — - - -
CDR ] 6.52
---------- o =
CAPT | 12.50
--------- +-—-—-———

TAKES INITIATIVE

NOT IMP
_________ frmmmm——
ENS | 0.00
......... o ———
LTJG | 0.00
_________ o
LT | 0.47
_________ $rmmm——— -
LCDR =I 0.45
- o = o o= e wn = -
CDR | 0.00
__________ o
CAPT i 0.00
————————— = -
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CONCEFPTUALIZES
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- it SRR PSP R
ENS | 2.75'| 26.61 | 70.64
---------- ettt L L P L
LTJG | 4.67 | 39.33 | 56.00
--------- EL L L L T LT TPy T T
LT | 5.83 | 32.63 § 61.54
rm——————— o ——— Tt ettt
LCDR | 8.11 |' 36.49 | 55.41
R ittt L T e
CDR | 10.87 | 23.91 | 65.22
--------- e T
CAPT | 0.00 | 87.50 | 12.50
--------- i Sttt Sttt

DEVELORS SUBORDINATES
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- 4mmmmmmc e —————
ENS | 0.92 | 4.59 | 94.50
et T T e e T tommmmn——
LTJG | 3.33 | 8.67 | 88.00
————————— e $ommmmmee B
LT | 3.50 | 5.83 | 90.68
--------- e et STt
LCDR | 2.25 | 9.01 | 88.74
--------- e ettt satab L L
CDR | 6.52 | 2.17 | 91.30
......... B L T R Y WPy e
CAPT ] 12.50 | 12.50 | 75.00
--------- Y et SR LT L
TEAM BUILDS

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- R s e LD T
ENS | 0.00 | 4.59 | 95.41
--------- il atataltttalal TR D
LTJG | 0.67 .} 10.00 | 89.33
--------- i it S ittt
LT | 0.23 | 7.46 | 92.31
--------- LD DL Y L L T
LCDR | 0.90 | 9.91 | 89.19
---------- R th St
CDR | 0.00 | 6.52 | 93.48
--------- D e et S LT E L
CAPT | 0.00 | 12.50 | 87.50
--------- N it e DL
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. USES MULTIPLE‘INFLUENCE STRATEGIES

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
mee————— o o—m————— tom——————-
ENS i 0.00 | 16.51 | 83.49
--------- B s s e
LTJG | 0.67 | 20.00 | 79.33
--------- e ST LT P
LT | 1.63 | 14.45 | 83.92
--------- e et bl Dl ot Salnde bl et d
LCDR | 2.70 | 16.22 | 81.08
m————m——— o o ——— tom—————-
CDR |+ 0.00 | 13.04 | 86.96
--------- ommmc e e — e ———————
CAPT | 0.00 |  12.50 | 87.50
--------- e it o e it
PERSISTENCE ‘

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- Bt s S indadadedladded J
ENS 0.00 | 5.50 | 94.50 |
-------- e i e e bty 2
LTJG | 0.00 | 5.33 | 94.67 |
--------- e ettt sl dalaled
LT ] 0.00 | 4.43 | 95.57 |
--------- Lt
LCDR | 0.00 | 3.15 | * 96.85 |
--------- et S LT
CDR | 0.00 | 2.17 | 97.83 |
--------- ettt TE T TR
CAPT | 0.00 | 0.00 | 100.00 |
--------- e T i 4
TAKES RESPONSIBILITY

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- e ittt bbb el Sl tadade
ENS [ 0.00 | 5.50 | 94.50
--------- e i s
LTJG 1 0.67 | 6.67 | 92.67
--------- e hand el bl Dbl bbbt i
LT 1 0.00 | 7.93 | 92.07
--------- $rmmmmm e e —————
LCDR | 0.00 | 7.66 | 92.34
--------- e s ettt
CDR | 2.17 | 10.87 | 86.96
--------- B e e D
CAPT 1 0.00 | 12.50 | 87.50
--------- R i
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CHIEF WARRANT OFFICERS

" POSITIVE AND REALISTIC EXPE
NOT IMP |IMPORT.

......... I R S R,
CcwWo2 I 1.54 | 8.31
————————— Lt L P L el L
CWO3 | 2.73 | 3.64
..... e e e e o o e
CwWo4 | 1.13 | 11.28
o e e o e o o formm—————
TAKES INITIATIVE

NOT IMP |IMPORT
--------- prmmmcem oo -——-oo-
Ccwo2 i 1.23 | 7.69
_________ e rm e ———-

, CwWOo3 ] 0.45 | 6.36
......... PRy S ——
CWO4 | 0.38 | 10.53
......... B e S T
CONCEPTUALIZES .

NOT IMP |IMPORT
mmmmmmdent—ee - —-— -
cwo2 | 5.23 | 30.15
....... Ve mm e af e ———————
CWO3 I 5.91 | 27.27
......... T S -
CwWO4 |, 6.77 | 26.32
......... PR S —

DEVELOPS SUBORDINATES
NOT IMP |IMPORT

_________ s i,
CwWo2 i 1.85 | 5.54
......... R N Y G
CwWO3 | 2.73 | 4.55
.......... N (Y
CwWo4 4 1.50 | 9.40
......... R TS O T W (.,
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TEAM BUILDS

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
————————— +————----+—---—---+------——
CWO2 | 0.62 ] 7.69 | 91.69
---——————-'. ———————— + ———————— + ————————
CWO3 | 0.45 ] S.45 | 94.09
......... o e o e e o o o e
cwWo4 | 0.75 ] 9.40 | 89.85
_________ toerrmcmca e c e ————

USES MULTIPLE INFLUENCE STRATEGIES
NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP

--------- bt b ———
CWO2 | 1.23 ] 17.54 | 81.23
_________ o mbh e cm e m e ——————
CWO3 i 1.82 | 14.09 | 84.08
--------- B A b it
CWO4 o 4.51 | 18.05 | 77.44
......... Bl T T Iy Y S
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PERSISTENCE

NOT IMP | | VERY IMP
m—————— ommmm—em et et
CWo2 | 0.31 | 7.08 | 92.62
--------- e S St
CWOo3 | 0.00 | 4.09 | 95.91
--------- e ittt Sl L
CWO4 { 0.75 | 8.65 | 90.60
--------- et SEEE RPN SRR
TAKES RESPONSIBILITY ,

NOT IMP |IMPORT |VERY IMP
--------- i e et S L E P
Ccwo2 | 0.31 | 9.85 | . 89.85
--------- e ittt St TR
CcwWo3 | 0.00 | 5.91 | 94.00°
--------- it S E LTS S R
CWO4 | 1.88 | 6.77 | 91.35
_________ e per e ———————
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APPENDIX D

MEAN PERCENT OF TIME SPENT IN MANAGEMENT (MGMT), TECHNICAL
(TECH) , AND LEADERSHIP (LEAD) ACTIVITIES; BY GRADE AND

COMMUNTITY
ALL OFFICERS
VARIABLE N MEAN
~ MGMT 6768 42.31
TECH ' 6768 28.78 ¢
LEAD 6768 28.90
ALL ENSIGNS
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 259 45.34
TECH' 259 22.72
LEAD . 259 30.93
ALL LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR GRADE
VARIABLE N ’ MEAN
MGMT 607 41.62
TECH 607 28.49
LEAD 607  29.88
ALL LIEUTENANTS
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 2325 40.40
TECH 2325 31.76
LEAD 2325 27.82
. ALL LIEUTENANT COMMANDFRS
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 1439 44.00
TECH 1429 29.05
. LEAD ‘ 1439 26.93
ALL COMMANDERS
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT . 860 44.81
TECH 860 26.10
LEAD 860 29.07
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ALL CARPTAINS

VARIABLE. N MEAN
MGMT 467 43.99
TECH 467 21.14

~ LEAD . 467  34.85

ALL GENERAL UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICERS (GURL)

VARIABLE N MEAN

 MGMT : 257 44.40
TECH 257 23.96
LEAD 257 31.62

ENSIGN3, GURL '
VARIABLE N . MEAN
" MGMT 20 34.85
TECH 20 33,30
LEAD 20  31.85

LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR GRADE, GURL

VARIABLE ° N MEAN
MGMT . 50 36.64
TECH .50 32.34
LEAD , 50 31.02

LIRUTENANTS, GURL

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 124 45.27
TECH 124 23.80
LEAD | 124 30.91

LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS, GURL

VARIABLE - N MEAN
MGMT 49 51.55
TECH 49 14.53 .
LEAD 49 33.91
. COMMANDERS, GURL

VARIABLE - N MEAN
MGMT 11 50.72
TECH . : 11 17.09
'LEAD : 11 32.18
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CAPTAINS, GURL

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 3 61.66
TECH 3 8.33
LEAD 3 30.00

ALI SURFACE WARFARE OFFICERS (SWO)

ARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 275 49.27
TECH 2758 16.34
LEAD 275 34.37

ENSIGNS, SWO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 31  49.48
TECH 31 15.03
LEAD 31 35.48

LIEUTENANTS JUNICR GRADE, SWO

VARIABLE N ME..N
MGMT 53 47.¢4
TECH 53 15.41
LEAD ' 53 . 36.94

LIEUTENANTS, SWO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT © 79 46.62
TECH 79 16.69
LEAD , 79 - 36.68
LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS, SWO

VARIABLE N. MEAN
MGMT 36 55.13
TECH - 36 19.86
'LEAD 36 25.00

COMMANDERS, SWO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 38 48.28
TECH 38 18.02
LEAD 38  33.68

29




CAPTAINS, SWO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 38 52.31
TECH 38 13.00
LEAD . 38 34.68

SUBMARINE WARFARE OFFICERS (SUB)

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 278 39.79
TECH 278 28.50
LEAD 278 31.69

. ENSIGNS, SUB

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 3 31.66
TECH 3 35.00
LEAD 3 33.33

LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR GRADE, SUB

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT ‘42 31.52
TECH . a2 39.78

' LEAD 42 28.69
LIEUTENANTS, SUB .

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 123 40.34
TECH 123 29.77

 LEAD 123 29.87.
LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS, SUB

VARIABLE -~ = N MEAN
MGMT 48 44.54
TECH a8 27.97
LEAD a8 . 27.47
: COMMANDERS, SUB :

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 34 40.08
TECH 34 19.67
LEAD 34 40.23
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CAPTAINS, SUB

VARIABLE N MEAN .
 MGMT ' 28 42.17
TECH 28 16.96
LEAD | 28 46.85
SPECIAL WARFARE OFFICERS (SPEC)
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 281 49.24 .
TECH 281 16.67
LEAD 281 34.07
ENSIGNS, SPEC
VARIABLE N MEAN
! MGMT 7 54.28
TECH 7 6.00
LEAD 7 39.71°
LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR GRADE, SPEC
VARIABLEV ‘N MEAN
MGMT 26  44.42
TECH 26 18.30
LEAD 26  37.26
LIEUTENANTS, SPEC
VARIABLE N ' MEAN
MGMT 130 49.30
TECH 130 19.79
LEAD 130  30.90
LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS, SPEC
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT | 68  52.35
TECH . 68 14.54
LEAD 68 33.10
COMMANDERS, SPEC
VARIAELE N MEAN
MGMT 38  45.52
TECH 38 13.07

LEAD - 38 41.39




CAPTAINS, SPEC

VARIABLE N - MEAN
MGMT 12 50.41
TECH 12 9.16
LEAD 12 40.41
AIR WARFAF: OFNICERS (AIR)

VARIABLE . N MEAN
MGMT 695 43.73
TECH 695 27.64
LEAD 695 28.61

ENSIGNS, AIR :

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 2 45.00
TECH 2 27.50
LEAD _ 2 27.50

LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR GRADE, AIR

VARIABLE N MELAN
MGMT " 80 . 38.26
TECH 80  34.12
LEAD 80 27.61

LIEUTENANTS, AT :

VARIABLE 'N . - MEAN
MGMT , 287 - 39.80
TECH 287 31.72
LEAD 287 28.46
LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS, AIR

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 141 47.02
TECH S 141 25.24
LEAD 141 27.73

COMMANDERS, AIR

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 119 . 51.28
TECH 119 21.38
LEAD : 119 27:32
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CAPTAINS, AIR

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 66 46.80
TECH 66 18.51
LEAD \ 66  34.68

ALL ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICERS (EDO)

VARIABLE N | MEAN
MGMT 778 ©  48.66
TECH 778 23.22

- LEAD : 778 28.11

ENSIGNS, EDO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 11~ 50.90
TECH 11 16.81
'LEAD 11 32.27

. LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR GRADE, EDO

VARIABLE N MEAN |

MGMT 23 52.26
 TECH 23 14.04
LEAD .23 33.69
LIEUTENANTS, EDO

VARIABLE N MEAN

MGMT 197 49.35
' TECH 197 22.32
LEAD 197 28.31.
LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS, EDO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 265  47.31
TECH 265 27.22
LEAD 265 25.46 °

COMMANDERS, EDO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 193 49.11
TECH 193 23.26
LEAD 193 27.61
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CAPTAINS, EDO

LEAD ' 235

104

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 89 48.95
TECH ' 89 16.34
LEAD 89 34.69
ALL STAFE CORPS OFFICERS (STAFYF)
VARIABLE N . MEAN
. MGMT 1359  39.48
TECH 1359 33.64
LEAD 1359 . 26.86
ENSIGNS, STAFF
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 42. 49.19 /
TECH 42 - 32.83
LEAD 42 - 17.97
' LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR caanx, STAFF
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 98 41.46
TECH = . . 98 35.19
LEAD a8 23.33
 LIEUTENANTS, STAFF
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 523 36.04
TECH . 523 38.33
LEAD | 523 25.61 |
) |
LIEUTENANT couumnn STAFF
. VARIABLE MEAN
MGMT 341 . 40.20
TECH 341 ©  34.06
LEAD 341 25.72
COMMANDERS, STAFF
VARIABLE N ' MEAN
MGMT 235 42.91 !
TECH 235 27.40 [
29.68 |




CAPTAINS, STAFF

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT . 120 40.69
TECH 120 23.27
LEAD 120 36.03

ALL MEDICAL CORPS OFFICERS (MED)

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 819  28.35
TECH © 819 49.14
'LEAD 819 22.50

ENSIGNS, MED

VARIABLE ‘N - MEAN
MGMT 19 32.26
TECH 19 33.36
LEAD 19 34.35

LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR GRADE, MED

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT | 52 32.38
TECH © 82 38.44
LEAD 52 29.17

LIEUTENANTS, MED

VARIABLE N . MEAN
MGMT 348 25.34
TECH 348 54.25
LEAD | 348 20.39
LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS, MED

VARIABLE N  MEAN
MGMT : 212 28.83
TECH 212 .48.90
LEAD 212 22.25

| COMMANDERS, MED

VARIABLE - N MEAN
MGMT 105 '29.39°
TECH . 105 51.79

LEAD 105 18.81
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' CAPTAINS, MED

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 83 35.03
TECH 83 35.25
LEAD 83 29.71

ALL SUPPLY CORPS OFFICKRS (SUP)

VARIABLE N MEAN

| MGMT " 251 47.22
TECH 251  21.20
LEAD 251 31.57

ENSIGNS, SUP

' VARIABLE N  MEAN
MGMT .15 47.33
TECH 15 24.66
LEAD 15 28.00

LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR GRADE, SUP

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 33 45.60
TECH 33 23.18
LEAD . 33 31.21

LIZUTENANTS, SUP B

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 85 45.29
TECH | 85 22.58
LEAD 85 32.11
LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS, SUP

VARIABLT N MEAN
MGMT . .57 '51.14
TECH 57 18.68
LEAD = 57 30.17
. COMMANDERS, SUP

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT a1 49.34
TECH 41 22.12
LEAD 41 28.53
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CAPTAINS, SUP

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 20 42.50
TECH 20 14.75
LEAD 20 42.75

ALL LIMITED DUTY OFFICES (LDO)

VARIABLE N MEAN

. MGMT ' 964  48.25
, ‘ TECH 964 20.31
LEAD 964 31.42

ENSIGNS, LDO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 109 45.86
TECH 109 20.56
LEAD 109 33.56

LIEUTENANTS JUNIOR GRADE, LDO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 150 46.08
TECH 150 22.98
LEAD 150 30.93
‘ LIEUTENANTS, LDO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT , . 429  48.04
TECH 429 20.96
LEAD ‘ 429 30.98
LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS, LDO

VARIABLE N 'MEAN
MGMT - 222 50.50
TECH : 222 19.05
LEAD 1222 30.43

COMMANDERS, LDO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 46 49.63
TECH 46 12.80
LEAD 46 37.56
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CAPTAINS, ILDO

VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 8 62.50
TECH 8 ' 10.00
LEAD 8 27.50
ALL CHIEF WARRANT OFFICERS, (CWO)
" VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 811 40.69
TECH | 811 . 28.80
' LEAD , 811 30.49
CHIEF WARRANT OFFICERS SECOND (CWO2)
VARIABLE N  MEAN
MGMT : 325 41.20
TECH - 325 26.82
LEAD 325 31.97
CHIEF WARRANT OFFICERS THIRD (CWO3)
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT 220 42.53
TECH 220 . 27.75
LEAD 220 29.70
CHIEF WARRANT OFFICERS FOURTH (CWO4) -
VARIABLE N MEAN
MGMT © . . .266  38.55
TECH 266  32.10

LEAD 266 29.33
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